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Them are currently pending before Congress two bills - S. 2279 and H.R. 2478 -which propose 
to add a number of additional “‘slot exemptions” to O’Hare. 

The cment  slot proposals il!ustrate the conb ion  - much of it  deliberate - that SWTOUR~S the 
airporr controversy iar rtietropalitan Chicago and the intema’ated subjects of demand, capacity, 
traffic growth, safety, monopoly fares, public health issues, B’Hase expansion, and the new 
rnetr~politao Chicago regional airport. This study by the Suburban 0’ Ware Comission (SOC) 
dcmonsmtes: 

1. There is go additional capacity eo add additional slots at O’zdare. Attempts to jam more 
flights into B‘Mare will create serious delays for all passengers using 0’Hare and will 
reduce the margin of safety for both O’Hare passengers and residents of surrounding 
communities. 

2. Tine more than 100 slot exemptions granted since 1994 have exhausted the questionable 
marginal incremental capacity of four slots per hour found to exist by USDOT in its 1995 
reQa,-t, A Study of :he High Densiq Rub. The DOT found that B’Hare had the capacity . 
Em 151) flights per hour - four above the High Density Rule limit of 155 per hour. 
Because of the more than IO0 slot exemptions aiready granted, the four slot per hour 
incremental capacity claimed by the DOT in A Study ofthe High Density Rule is already 
exhausted. 

5 ,  Contrary to the 1994 law hat  first created slot exemptions, most ofthe slot exemptions 
pasted sincc 1994 have been given to affiliates of United Airlines and American Airlines 
(the dorninmt airlines at O’Hare) under h e  preposterous claim that affiliates of these 
dominant airlines are ‘‘new entrants”-- a claim directly contrary to the letter and intent of 
the 1994 statute to bring in new competitors. A slot exemption law that was to enhance 
competition by bringing in new competitors to United and American has instead been 
violated in order expmd the monopoly power oflilnited and American at Forlress 
Q’Bwe. 

4. Nor, conh;ihy to popular misconception, were most of these more than 100 slot 
exemptions given to truly “mderserved” communities in the Midwest - another claimed 
justification for exceeding the High Densiq Rule limit. Instead, most of the domestic 
slot exemptions were for cities that are far distant from Chicago and the Midwest and 
which have access to national tmd international service through other hub cities. 

5. Furthm, United and Amehicai have abused the M e r  and intent of the law by engaging in 
what United calls “musica! slots” -.. applying for slot exemptions in cities they already 
sene. 0 3 ~ 2  &cy received &e exemption, they have pulled the regular service slots from 
those cities and used those slots for purposes not in the 1994 statute - essentially gaining 
slut exemptions by a bair-and-switch technique. 

6. United has correctly observed that any incremental slot exemptions (ifindeed any 
additional incremental capacity exists) are a “zero sum” game. Giving slot exemptions 
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for one use automatically and necessariiy precludes their use for another purpose. Given 
the profigate and illegal grant of slots to United and American affiliates under the 1994 
statute, the “zero sum” d e  dictates that the government has little or no capacity available 
to serve demand for exemptions for the purposes authorized by the 1994 statute - i e . .  
essential air service communities, international operations, and new competitive entrants. 

7. By adding broad and ill-defined exemption categories in the proposed Senate 
(ZvlcCainihiIoseley-13raun~~urbin) kiil (non-stop regiorial jet service) and the house bill 
(comm.unities not receiving “adequate” service), the proponents of additional slots at 
O’Hase have exacerbated the “zero sum” game. For every slot exemption given to 
non-stop regional jet service - most Likely to United or American affiliates and most 
likely to a city outside the Midwest alrea,dy served by another hub -- DOT will be 
necessarily precluded from giving a slot exemption to an essential air service community 
in the Midwest, or to an intcmational operation, or to a new competitive entrant. 

8. The mythical “military” slots are not available. Apart from the claimed incremental slot 
capacity between the 1.55 operations per hour ? h i t  ofthe High Density Rule and the 1.55, 
operations per hour claimed by FAA in its 1995 HDR study, proponents and some 
misinfonned members of the press have claimed that the slot exemptions were coming 
and could come from supposedly “unused” military slots at O’Hare. FAA has ruled that 
the any unused military S ~ Q S  (encompassed in ihe “other” category of I4 CFR 4 93.123) 
have already been used up for other purposes. Further, an analysis of FAA data shows 
that the miiitary used less L\an !h slot pes hour at O‘Mare in 1997 -- far less than the 
exemptions already granted since 1994 and far less than the additional exemptions 
proposed in the new legislation. 

9. Inciuded in the proposed Senate bit1 IMcCain/Moseley-BrauniDurbin) is a proposal to 
transfer approximately 16 slots per day that the FAA currently allocates to international 
service (primarily for foreign carriers) and give these slots to United Air Lines for 
domestic routes. Such a transfer would not only be a huge subsidy to United, the transfer 
would dramatically reduce the United States ability tu meet international aviation 
agreements - especially in light of the exhaustion of incremental capacity by slot 
exemptions already illegally given to United affiliates. Further, United is on record (in 
fighthg domestic slot exemption awards to other carriers) stating that, given the “zero 
sum” game and extrerneiy limited slot capacity, the best use of any open slots at O’ktare 
is for intenaFiona1 traffic, not domestic operations. 

The current slot proposals also iliustrate - often in the v e y  words of those who oppose 
development of a new airport - that current demand at B‘Hare has outstripped its capacity. The 
issue facing the state and federal officials who represent Illinois is not just how to address a 
problem that will arise in 20 years. The problem is now and our officials can no longer put off 
tht: tough and uncomforldbk decisions that OUT Slate and region have been unwilling to make 
over the last decade. Ow political leaders of both parties have SO bite the bullet and reconcile 
themselves to the immediate need for third airport construction in Iliinois. 

The Suburban O’Hare Commission is addressing this report to a select group of federal and state 
public officials: 
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* The report is addressed to Congressmen Hyde and Jackson because they have been in the 
front line in calling for the fast-track construction of  an environmentally sound new 
regional airport to provide the capacity necessary to meet the needs of the region. See 
Chicago’s Airport Future: A Call For Regional Leadership (1997). 

The report is addressed respectfuily to Senators Moseley-Braun and Durbin because their 
so-called “compromise” is no compromise at all, but will lead to severe adverse 
consequences for O’Hare travelers, the region’s economy, lack ofservice to tmly 
underserved communities, and environmental and safety problem at O’Hare. For some 
reason, Senators Moseley-Braun and Durbin were not given complete iaformation and 
have entered into a slot exemption “compromise” that is highly destructive to the region, 
our international responsibilities, and to communities around C’Hare. 

* Finally, the report is addressed respectfully to the two candidates for Illinois governor - 
Congressman Glcnn Poshard and Illinois Secretary of State George Ryan. 

Congressman Poshard is a respected and knowledgeable member ofthe House of 
Representatives Transportation Committee and certainly is in a position to influence the . 
proposed legislation being put forward by that Committee. 

Illinois Secretary of State Ryan - as the leader of the Republican party in Illinois - has 
been an outspoken advocate in favor of a new regional airport and against fbrther 
expansion of O’Hare. As the leader of the Republican party in Illinois, he should be able 
to call on Republican unity from the Republican members of the I1iinois congressional 
delegation to oppose these destructive slot exemption proposals. 

But more than the immediate concern over these destructive slot exemption proposals, the facts 
and realities behind these slot proposals make even more urgent the need for decisive action to 
build the new regional airport. 

Respectfully, senior Democratic officials Iike Senators iwoseley-Braun and Durbin and 
Congressman Poshard have to stop avoiding an open and candid discussion of these issues and 
stop avoiding taking clear stands on these issues for fear of arienating Chicago’s mayor - an 
adamant opponent of the new airport and ardent advocate of O’Hare expansion. 

Respectfully, the Republican candidate for governor, Secretary of State George Ryan must bring 
the currently divided ranks of Republican state znd federal legislators together to ensure the 
achievement of the two goals Secretary Ryan tias forcefully espoused - fast track construction of 
a new airport and no M e r  expansion of O’YIare. 
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During the summer of 1998, there have been sevcral congressional proposals to add “slot 
exemptions” at O’Hare International Airport. Despite widespread community opposition to 
increased flights at O’Hare, various Senators and Congressmen have claimed that adding such 
slots is necessary for a variety of reasons -- includihg a plra for “increased competition” and 
providing service to “underserved markets”. 

After a great deal of media publicity over a proposal which purported to add 100 slots per day at 
O’Ware, Senators Carol Moseley-Braun and Richard Durbin announced with great fanfare that 
they had negotiated with Senator McCain to reduce this number of “slots” to 30 additional slots 
per day. 

Much ofthe talk of allowing additional slots also centered around airtine and press claims that 
the ‘Jnited States Department of Transportation - based on its 1995 report, A Srudy ofthe High 
DensiQ Rule -- had discovered signnificant new capacity at O’Hare which could be made available 
for these new operations. 

Further, there was much talk that many current slats at O’Hare - as many as ten per hour -were 
used by military aircraft, and that with the movement of the Air Guard and Reserve units out of 
O’Hare these slots wou!d be available to accommodate new operations. 

All the rhetoric has now been focused irito two bills now pending before Congress. S .  22% is 
the RllcCain/MoselepBrau~~bin “compromise” bill which calls - contrary to their press 
statements - for the addition of 46 slots at O’Hare. H.R. 2478 is the House version of the bill. It 
would add 29 slots per day at O’fIare. In addition, a proposed amendment to H.R. 2478 would 
add 16 more slots above the 29. 

Rather than rely on conEUsing media smnes about the slot situation at O’Nare, the Suburban 
O’Plare Cor.nrnission (SOC) has undertaken a study of the existing slot exemption legislation that 
was passed by Congress in 1994 and the implementation of that slot exemption authority by 
DOT and the airlines. This study shows that much of the rhetoric is  misleading -either due to a 
lack of information or due to a deliberate attempt to mislead the public and Congress. 

The 1994 law - like the proposed law - purported to authorize the USDOT to grant slot 
exemptions at O’Hare for certain strictly limited public policy purposes. Section 4 1714 of the 
1994 law allows the award of slot exceptions for only the fdlowing reasons: 1) to serve 
underserved communities expressly identified as “essential air service communities”, 2) to allow 
international flights to come into O’Hare, and 3 )  to foster new competition in what is a 
notoriously non-competitive Fortress Hub by allowing “new entrants” into O’Hare to compete 
with the dominance of the United and American hub-and-spoke network. 
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Coupled with the authority for slot exemptions passed in the 1994 legislation was a mandate that 
USDOT conduct a detailed study of the capacity at Q’Mare and other slot-controlled airports to 
determine what additional. capacity - if any - was available at O’ltiare. In May 1995 the DOT 
issued its 4-volume report, A Study of the High Density Rule. That report concluded that 
O’Hare’s capacity was 159 operations per holir - four more than the 155 operations per hour 
limit in the DOT’s High Density Regulation for O’Hare. 14 CFR $93.123. 

In June, 1995 the USDOT publicly announced that DOT would nor increase the slot limits at 
O’Hare from 155 to 159 flights per hour because the increase in the limit &om 155 per hour to 
159 per hour would dramatically inchease the delays experienced by air traffic at O’Hare. 
Moreover, this major increase in delay would not only impact the incremental four additional 
flights per hour but would also cause a major increase in delays for nll the other 155 flights per 
hour. A fact most people forget - but one that the FAA acknowiedges - is that added delays 
created at the margin of capacity by adding just a few flights, eg . ,  four per hour, can have 
dramatic and exponential delay impacts on all the traffic using the airport. 

SOC’s study shows that despite this finding and decision by DOT in 1995, DOT has (since 1995) 
awarded more than 100 slot exemptions -- most ofthem iflegally - above and beyond the I55 per 
hour limit. Indeed, the evidence is clear as a result of these added slot exemptions, that more 
than 159 operations per hour are currently operating at 0’ Ware - above the limit that DOT’s 
study said was the safe capacity of Q’Hare. 

There is simply no more room to safely cram additional flights into O’Hare above the more than 
159 slots per hour currently awarded - without seniolmsly increasing delays for all passengers at 
O’Hare and without seriously reducing the margin of safety for both O’Hare passengers and the 
safety of those who live around O’Hare. 

Among the findings of the SOC study are: 

There is 
proposal is based on the fake premise that there is additional incremental capacity as a result of 
the 1095 DOT Study which found that O’Hare had a capacity of 159 operations per hour - four 
slots above the 155 slots per hour limit of the High Density Rule. 

additional capacity at O’Hare to accommodate the proposed slot additions. The 

More than 100 new slot exemptions - above and beyond the 155 per hour slot limit of 
93 CFR $93.123 - have already been awarded at O’Hare since 1994. Based on 
simple arithmetic and an inquiry tu the FAA, if appears that O’Bare is surrently 
operating at or above the 159 operations per hour which DOT has determined i s  
O’Hare’s capacity. 
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Most ofthe 800 slot exemptions awarded since 1994 are ~ i a ~ ~ P ~ y  illegal awards of new 
domestic service slots io affiliates of United and American, tine two dominant carriers at Fortress 
Q’Mare. Nothirig in the 1934 statute authorizes such awa.rd.s and the award of these slots allows 
these two dominant carriers to expard the very monopoly positions that the 1994 siatute was 
directed against. Luckily, becawe United and American candidly exposed the illegaiity of the 
slot awards to each other in pleadings before the DOT, we have the benefit oftheir legal 
documents and admissions in the DOT docket t5 buttress SOC’s findings. 

The DOT has awarded United’s afifiate airlines -operating under the name “United Express” - 
more than 50 slot exemptions at @%ire since 19% claiming that these “United Express” airlines 
(Grcat Lakes Aviation, Trans States, and Atlantic Coast, all &b/2 “‘United Express”) were ‘‘new 
entrants” wider the provision of 49 U.S.C. $411 14 that was designed to encmrage new 
competition to come into the airport” 

American Airlines has correctly criticized these exentpti~ns to United’s a%Piatcs as a subtefige. 
AmeAcan chatlenges DOT’S decisio~ to ciassi@ these ‘United aft3iates as “new enmnts”. DOT 
says &at United can get away with this subterfuge because Usited’s aFfiiiares ale “franchise” 
operators (and thus qualify as “new entrants”) whereas American Eagk is a corporate subsidiary 
of AMR and would not qualify as a ne% entrant. American quite properly states that this is a 
distinction without meaning and notes t h e  all the United Express passengers think of the United 
Express flights as part of United and at! of the American Eagle: flight6 as p r t  of American. As 
American points our, a customer coming into a McDonald’s does not know whether the store he 
is entering is company-owned or a franchisee. For ail practical ~ M L Q ~ O S ~ S ,  these United Express 
affiliates are as much a p a t  of Uaiteii -- €or purposes ofthe new ~ n ~ n ~ s ~ ~ ~ u ~ a ~ ~ n ~  competition 
criterion - as A J W I - ~ R  Eagle is part of American. 

The end result ofthis “‘new entr;taP” subtei-hge is to greatly emthance United’s Rub-and-spoke 
system and expand United’s dominmce in the Chicago market on an even broader scale than 
before. Thus a statute whose basic jwastidication lay in the erthmcement of competition by 
bringing in new entrants has been wed to subvert both the M e r  and the spirit of the statute. 

Not content with violating the letter and spirit ofthe statute with its massive awards o f  
exemptions to United, DOT then proceeded 80 vioiate the statute again by making the equi,valent 
of “new entrant” awards to Arn&iuauz, even though DOT knew American coufd not qual@ 
under the “new enme’’ subfe&&ge D0T had used for United’s “franchisees”. American applied 
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for siot exempoioras for new service to Duluth, MN.; FayeiFevilie, Ark.; and Stireveport, La. 
None ofthis service qualified under any of the three statutory exemptions of $4 I7 14. 

To get around this hurdle, DOT engaged in a game of “musical slots,” (United’s term, not ours). 
DOT literally played a “shell game” where it took 3 6 slots already used by American for 
essential air service to Bloomington, Champaign and Lacrosse - told American to use those slots 
for new service to Dulut$ IXN.; Fayeaeville, Ark.; and Shreveport, La. - and then “awarded” 
“new” essential air service slots to American for Bloornington, CkarnpaigTi and Lacrosse. United 
properly criticized this award as totally without statutory justification. DOT had used a shell 
game to award slat exemptions for sewice that was not authorized by statate. 

Tie bottom line i s  that most cjfthe more than 100 slots awarded since I994 have been to United 
or Ame:-icm affshates .- and most ofthose awards are blatantly illegal. 

re. The Wndersemed ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ’ 9  

The express restrictions ofthe 1994 statute wwe to limit exemptions tu EAS (Essential Air 
Service) communities, internations1 flights and to new entrants. ‘We have already shown that 
virkially ail cEE*che more than 100 exemptions were given to United or American affiliates. The . 
evidence is also clear thst the vast rnajor$J of  the dnniestic slot exemptiodis giver] to United and 
America!! sffiiiatcs - more than sixty exemptions - were ~ o p  to EAS comarrunieies. 

Moreover9 contrary io popular miscanception, the great bulk of these slot exemptions are not for 
service to Midsvestern communities that soinehow cannot get service to Q’Hare. 

Rather than serve close,-ir? Midwestern destinations, these siot exemptions have been awarded to 
relatively distant non-hlidweste,in cities who ue  readihy served by other hubs such as Atlanta, 
Washington-Duiles, Cincinnati, and Pittsburgh. Charleston, ’West Virgiaia; Witkes-Barrs, 
Permsylvania; Montgomery, Alabama; Ciiaaanooga, Temsssee; Komoke, Virginia; and 
Shreveport, Louisiana are hardly M-idwestern cities that have been deprived of access to the 
Chicago market and have no alternative hubs. As Delta’s af-filiare, Cornair, pointed out many of 
these communities have adequate service to other hub cities in the South, Southeast, and 
Midwest. 

Moreover, even where a few slots have been awarded for Midwestern cities, these have been part 
of the “musical slotdshell game” that both United and American have criticized - and then 
employed to their advantage. For example DOT awarded United - again without meeting the 
requirements of the 1994 Act ($41714) - slot exemptions for Rights from Dcbuque, Iowa and 
Sioux Falls, South Dakota to O’Hare. While these might be considered Midwestern cities for 
which service ought to be provided if there was capacity at O’Hare, American correctly points 
out that United already had service from these cities to O’Hare and - upon receipt of the slot 
exemptions - promptly canceled this pre-existing service and used the slots for other hraffic apart 
fiom Dubuque, Iowa and Sioux Falls, South Dakota. This is the very same kind of improper 
“musical chairs/shell game” that United criticized when DOT let American do it. These 
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comrolmiries sirwdy hzve the service and the slot exemptions allowed the dominant O’Hare to 
pull this service .- in efyect giving slot exemptions fo; other purposes not encompassed within the 
statutory requirermnts 

5. The ”ZERO SUM” Game 

United Airlines has correctly pointed out that the meager “excess” capacity of O’Hare (to the 
extent that it has not been exhausted with existing 1WS-1998 exemption awards) is extremely 
limited. United has correctly stated Fhat the award of slot exemptions - assuming there i s  % 
incrementa! capacity at O’Mare - is a “ZERO SUM” game. Award of slots for one purpose 
necessariiy limits the ability to award slots for other purposes. 

For every slot exernpion DOT awards to a “new entry” fcr domestic service to promote 
competition, DOT necessarily excludes a slot that could go to either an essential air service 
community @AS> or to an international flight. For every slot exemption given to international 
flights, DOT necessariiy excludes a slot that could go to either a “new entry” for domestic 
service or an EAS community. 

United strongly emphasized that - given the extremely limited amount of available slot 
exemptions (onljj four according to the 1995 DOT High Density Report) - the slot exemptions 
ought to be given to that traffic that brings the highest yield tQ the nation aid the region rather 
than wasted on lower benefit trafXc. 

United has pointed out that the highest economic yield to the nation and the region comes from 
international flights and that - glvea O‘hzare’s meager incremental capacity - slot exemptions 
ought to be given to international Rights instead of new slots for doinestic service. 

The p i n t  United makes is a valid one: Incremental slot capacity (if it does exist given the 
exhaustion ofthe foav slob fomd in the i995 DOT High Density .$;h.ldy) is a ‘*zero sum” game. 
Even assuming that some slight additional capacity exists - and men assuming that the nation IS 

willing to impose additional delays an ah’ the O’Hme travelers to award those incretmnent2l slots - 
tihe amount of incremental slots avaiiable is smd! ami finite. Giving those slots to regional jet 
non-stop domestic service a ~ t ~ m ~ ~ ~ c ~ i ~ y  precludes those slots from being used for essential air 
service communities or for iiatemztionai sewvice. Conversely, giving those slots to EAS service 
or international, automatically pcludes the opporttmity to award Phose slots to new entrants in 
domestic service. 

Given the profligate award of more thm 100 slot exemptions by DOT since 1995 - using up the 
four theoretical slots the DOT found were available in its 1995 High Density Rule Study - i t  is 
extremely unlikely that there is additional capacity to provide the additional slots contained in 
the McCainlMoseley-Bramhin 30 new slot exemption bill. Even if there is, it will come at a 
cost of imposing increasing delays on aN O’Hm passengers. 
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6. The McCairn/Raoseley-Braurn/ romise” bill (S.2279) and 
the ~~~~~~~o~ Mouse Bill co ond the “Zero Sum” problem. 

The current proposals before Congress compound the ‘‘zero sum” problem by adding more 
categories to the already exhausted and overbooked marginal exemption capacity at O’Hare. 
While keeping the exemption categories of essential air service, international service and ”new 
entrants”, both the House and Senate bills add new categories for exemption on top of the 
already existing exemption categories. The House version adds communities “not receiving 
sufficient air service” (whatever that means). The Senate adds communities served by non-stop 
“regional jet” service (whatever that means). Moreover the Senate version (and a House 
suggested alternative) would transfa I6 additional dots fionr international sewice to United 
Airlines for use in domesiic service. 

Each of these additionai, categmies (insufficient air seriice, non-s‘iop regional jet service; transfer 
of slots to United) will necessarily compete with the preexisting exemption categories for a 
limited number of slot exemptions (which, as discussed below, have atrelidy been exhausted by 
the post 1994 slot exemptions). 

The McCaiP1/Moselelr’-Braun/Durbin proposal - by adding a fourth category of non-stop regional 
jet service to the previous thee  categories of EAS, international, and new entrant - makes it very 
likely that one or more important categories of traffic will be squeezed out in favor of another 
category. For example - as United has pointed out in mother context - allocating these new 
slots to commuters or to non-stop regionat jets necessarily precludes their use to meet 
internaaional needs or the needs of closer in Midwestern communities whose traffic level cannot 
support regional non-stop jet service. 

Finally by stuffing more a im& operations into the margin of O’Hare’s capacity, the 
McCain/Moseiey-Braun/Durbin proposal will necessarily create significant new delay problems 
for all O’Hare passengers and create self-h!Pilling pressure for new expansion ae O’Mare. 
According to the delay curve presented in the 1995 DOT High Density Rule Study, adding the 
four flights per hour woiald significantly incrcase the deiay suffered by ail passengers at O’IIare. 
At the margin ofO’Hare’s capacity when: these flights are added, each additional flight added 
has an exponential impact on the delays suffered by all other flights. The McCain, 
Moseley-Braun, b b i n  proposal would add another two flights per hour on top ofthe Four flight 
maximum found by DOT’S 1995 High Density Rule Study to be the maximum incremental 
capacity available at O’Hue. 

7. 

In addition to distortioti and confusions about the slot exemptions under $41 7 14 - above the i 55 
operations per hour High Density Rule (14 CFW $93.217) - several advocates of more 
operations at O’Hare have argued that FAA should allow the use of “unused” “military” slots 
that are supposedly available within the 155 slots of the High Density Rule. There are several 
problems with this argument. 

The ~~~~~~c~~ Military Slots are nat svai8anMe. 
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There are RO slats at Q’Mare dedicated trp ~~~~~~~ ~ ~ e ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  There i s  a CalgQry cailed 
“other” under 14 CFR. $93.2 13 which includes other kinds ofaircrat? operations that do not fit 
into scheduled cornmercial OF scheduled commuter. This “other” category (10 siots per hour) 
inc1uuctes general. aviation, mititary, wnscheduled connmercial aircrafr arid a3y other 
miscellaneous nonscheduied operations. 

Further, according to the FAA, in 1397 military operations averaged a ~ ~ ~ o ~ ~ ~ a t ~ ~ y  5 flights per 
day - orless than !4 slot per&. 1’92~5 more than 95% ofrhe operations in the ‘‘other” category 
are operations other than military. 

None of these other SPQ& Is (L~nuwi&d”. A check with FAA revealed that all ofthe 10 other slots 
are f i~l ly  used. Further, FAA, when faced with e176 argument for reallocating the “other” category 
has stated that such action would require a full notice and cornrnent rulemaking to charge the 
PIDEa rule. FAA has deciined to shiM these “other” slots to comrnerciai or conrmuter. 

Adding slots at the margin of @’Hare’s capcity will increase delays for all traffic using O’PIare 
- including the 155 operations per hour in the base slot mie. By ccntinuhg to squeeze in traffic 
at the margin and thus exacerbating delays for uN O’Hxe travelers, the DOT, !he sirlines, and 
those supporting slot increases are creathg a self-perpetuating cycle where more flights create 
more delays and create more pressure to expand O’Hare’s capacity to “reduce delays”. 

Delay arid capacity are two sides ofthe same coin. By “reducing delays” through such devices 
as air traffic control procedures to bring aircraft operations closer together (e.g. Land arid Hold 
Short, high speed exits, reduced separations) the FAA is necessarily increasing capacity at the 
airpon. 

FAA and Chicago claim ekat they are not taking any steps to increase the capacity of CI’Iiare. If 
that statement is true (and no capacity enhancement steps are undenvayy) then the necessary and 
inescapable conclusion is that adding niore stot exemptions will dramatically increase the delay 
experienced by zli trawien at 0’W;ire -. not just the deiays experienced by the additional 
exemption f1igh:s. That is the finding ofthe !99S DOT KIDR Srpldy and is an inescapable 
finding if no capscity expansion is urndensken. 

However, ifFA.4 and Chicago are no: telling the truth and they are engaged in capacity 
enhancement at @Mare, the p u b k  is  entitled to the tiwth. For the last severas years, the FAA 
and Chicago have engaged in a p-xblic relations charade in Chicago - claiming that variou,s 
construction and changes in ATC procedures are siniply “delay reductiofis”~ 

But these same so-called “delay reduction” devices are the same devices used to increase 
capacify by allowing increased volumes in rrq& to use the airport at the same level o f  delay as 
the lower volume of traffic experienced prior to the implementation of these devices. This 

IO 



c 

relationship between delay and capacity Incremcs is we!l-hown inside F u .  see e.$. Airfield 
and Airspace C U ~ C ~ ~ ’ D ~ ~ U , V  Policy Anat‘yssB, FAA-APQ-8 1-14. 

Yet FAA masks its attempts to increase capacity at O’Hare by calling its activities “delay 
reduction.” Indeed, of the several dozen individwi airport engineering studies b d e d  by FAA 
for all major airports across the nation - all but one are titled “Capacity Edimcement Repopls”, 
reflecting FAA’s a c ~ o w ~ e d ~ e ~ ~  that the purpose of the a& tmfic control procedures an$ 
construction recommended in the repopts was io increme the capacity ofthe airpart to RandIe 
increased volumes o€traffic. T ~ J P  only Capacity ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ e n ~  Repm which did not have 
“capacity eninancement” in its title is  the so-called “Delay Task Force” Report for O’Hare 
(airhoqh the internal FAA and Chicago documents identify the report as a Capacity 
Enhancement Report.) 

There are several significant problems with these ‘‘delay ~ ~ ~ u ~ ~ ~ ~ c ~ p a ~ ~ ~  expansion 
meawes”. First, since they are applied at the margin, they do not increase &e capacity of the 
airport to handle the total cuITeIlP mmd forecast demand for the airport. Thus O’Hae will 
continue eo face the “zero sum” game where significant elements of traffic demand - be ir 
international, domestic, underserved communities, or new entrants - continue to be shoved out of 
the Chicago market. 

Second, as long as demand exceeds capacity and as long as demand continues to grow, the 
delays - which are the supposed justification for the new prwedwes - necessarily letuum to the 
delay Ievevels that existed before the so-called “delay reduction” device was employed. Thus, like 
the proverbial new lane on an expressway designed $0 ‘6redace” congestion, &e new capacity 
simply brings the delay back - but mow experienced by a greater volume s f ~ a f i c .  

Third, and perhaps most importmtly, absent major consmcticun at Q’Hare (e.g.# new runways) - 
or, as SOC advocateses, construction of B third regional airport - the only way to expand the 
capacity o f a  firiite physical structure and finite airspace at o’lihre is to bring the aircru) cioser 
together in tima and space. These techniques - which are ~ ~ ~ l i e d p ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ j ~  in bad weather and 
!ow visibility when safe@ hazards are the greatest - necessarily reduces the margin of safety for 
both passengers at B’Hare and residents ofthe ~ ~ o ~ d i n g  communities. 

”his attempt to compres more aim& operations in die same time and space to increase the 
capacity afO’H~~aar@ is reflected in a variety of‘kapacity e&ancement” measures that O’Hare and 
the FAA haw employed in recent years as part of their ‘“capacity enhancement’’ p ~ ~ g p m  at 
O’Hare. These measures, or varimts of these rncawes are set forth in the 1991 O’Hare 
Capacity Enhancement Report @ublicly known as the M a y  Task Force Report) and in various 
editions ofthe FAA’s Aviation capacity Enhancement Plan. 

The measures include such techniques as reducing runway occupancy time, reducing the 
separation distance between arriving aircraft, land-and-hold-short operations in the “wet” (so 
called “wet stops”), and land-and-hold-short operations at night. Among the current operational 
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changes under consideration by the FAA x e  such dubious devices as allowing “triple converging 
runway arrivals” in the dark or in bad weather conditions, nighttime hd-and-hold-shot? 
operations, and jamming more aircraft into the arrival queue at the so-called arrival 
“comerposts” (This last process is the so-called Chicago Terminal .kea Project or CTAP). 
Almost all of :hex procedures are designed to put more FIanes closer together in time and space 
in bad weather and low visibility conditions. 

All of these changes have significant risk. If our poiltical leaders continue to suppoet the 
squeezing of more and more aircraft into the finite airspace and sixport facilities at O’Hare, they 
are risking a major disaster. Many political leaders - including Illinois Secretary of State George 
Ryan and Congressman Henry Hyde - have emphasized firis i-kk and have called for a stop to 
this continued piecemeal ratcheting process where more and more flights arc squeezed into 
O’Hare 

In arguments to the Department of Transportation, United has argued that the four slot per hour 
incremental cdpacity was an extremely limited resource which should be carefully rationed and 
given only to the highest benefit traffic. According to United, that traffic was international 
trafic which provided the greatest economic benefits to the nation and to the Chicago region. 

United used this argument in an attempt to persuade DOT a to award slot exemptions for 
domestic service to competitors. United argued that the scarce O’Hare slots should be resewed 
for high yield inteemarional traffic and that domestic flight demand should be routed to Midway. 
United argued - correctly - that for every scarce O’Mare slot exemption awarded to a domestic 
operation, that was one less slot that would be available for meeting international needs. 

However history has shown that - rather than reserve these scarce slots for international flights - 
United has had its affiliates grab most of the 100 exemptions granted to expand United’s 
domestic service with slot exemptions to places like Wiikes-Barre, Pa., Roanoke, Va. and 
Chattanooga, Tn. 

This slot-grabbing game between United and American - using up scarce and limited 
incremental capacity for non-stop regional jet domestic senice - has more than used up the four 
slot per hour incremental capacity found by DOT to be available at O’Hare. 

United’s actions - in declaring the higher value of international flights over domestic on the one 
hand, while grabbing up slot exemptions for domestic service on the other - have caught United 
in a logical bind that relates to the history of the high deilsity rule. 

In 1985, the DOT grandfathered hundreds of domestic slots at O’Ihre and awarded them at no 
cost EO Urii&ed and American. This grazzdhther gilp was worth hundreds o f  millions ofdollars eo 
United and ,4merican sard allowed them the capacity lock that has led to their dominance ai 
O’Nare. Ybough giving United and American this enomouc gifl  of government resources (the 
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slots), the DOT reserved its prerogative to periodically transfer some of those siots to serve 
international operations. Currently, FAA transfers approximately a net of I6 slots CTom United 
to accommodate international flights. 

Directly contradicting its argument that the highest md. best use ofscarce slot resources at 
O’T-lare be allocated to international flights as opposed to domestic operations, United has long 
argued that the FAA should not transfer slots from United’s domestic operations to be used by 
international camens. United has argued that FAA and DOT shnlnid find these slots from some 
other souece. United’s problem, however, was that while it was extolling on one side of its 
mouth the importance ofreserving the fow slo! per hour (1995 UDR Study) incremental capacity 
for international operations, United and American were exhausting this incremental four slot per 
hour capacity for new domestic Operations. 

Incredibly, at the same time United and American were: exlnausting the incremental four slot per 
hour in capacity in a war to expand domestic slots, United was telling the FAA that these very 
same four slots were availabie to accommodate international flights. Baqed on this asserted four 
slot incremental capacity United argued that the FAA shoutd cease its seasonal transfer of slots 
&om domestic carriers to international carriers and award slot exemptions to international 
carriers. 

The problem with United’s argument is that all the theoretically excess incremental capacity has 
been used up by United and American’s domestic expansion. Whatever capacity that couid have 
been used for international slot exemptions has been exhausted. To recite United’s own “zero 
sum” argument, for every slot exemption awarded domestically, there is one less slot to be 
awarded for an international operation. 

Based on a detailed analysis of United’s arguments, FAA rejected United’s argument that the 
roughly 16 net transfers from United to international operations should cease. FAA has stated 
that this slot transfer is essential ifthe United States is  to meet its international obligations under 
bilateral aviation agreements. 

Having failed before the FAA United has now made overtures to the Congress, hoping to get 
from legislation what it could not get adminisnativeiy. A hale noticed provision of the 
McCain/MoseIey-iBraun/Laurbin proposal now proposes to remove the slots from their current 
international assignments and transfer them back to United. 

Based on United’s OW arguments, its demand for reassignment of these international slot 
transfers to United’s domestic operations should be denied. United itself has argued that the best 
use of a scarce slot resowce is for international operations. If United wants to expand domestic 
service, United can - as United itself argued when sbting that the slots should be preferentially 
reserved for international operations -bring additional domestic service into Midway (or a new 
regional airport). 

13 
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The ~~r~~~~~ ~ $ ~ u ~ ~  of ~~~V~~~~~~~~ 

The MceainlMoseley-Elrau~~~ra pruposal speaks of an incremental “environmental” review 
of any additional flights. But SOG is painfuully aware of how FAA plays the “environmental” 
review game at Q’Hare. 

First, FA.4 plays games in describing the “baseline” conditions at Q’Hare - both as to noise and 
as to toxic air pollution. 

As to noise, FAA uses an “annual average” which grossly understates the noise impact in 
communities around O’Hare. Though FAA itself says thift adverse impact is measured on a 
24-hour average basis (a debatable proposition by itself), FAA then uses a 365-day averuge of 
24-hour averages to define the impacted area. 

As to toxic air pollution, the federal Administration refuses to tell our communities the identity, 
concentration, and quantity o f  toxic chemical exposure caused by O’Hare’s current operations - 
let alone incremental expansion. 

Having deliberately understated (or totally ignored) the baseline environmental impacts on our 
communities, the federal govcnunent then proceeds to use the FQNSI (Finding of No Significant 
Impact) device to ignore the systemic impact ofthe various related activities in bringing more 
flights into O’Hare. The “capacity creep” of the post-iY94 slot exemptions bas allowed slots for 
more than 40,000 new annt!al flights at O’tlare and has altowed United and America tu shift 
existing commuter slots to noisier and more environmen&.lly impacting routes. Yet none of this 
impact - and the related impact of rhe serial capacity expansion steps being undertaken at 
O’Hare - is given systematic environmental analysis. 

The analysis contained in this report demonstrates what all of us intuitively h o w .  The demand 
for air transport service currently outstrips the available airport capacity of the Chicago region. 
Even United - in its analysis ofthe “zero sum” game we face, necessarily concedes that current 
demand outstrips O’Hare’s capacity. Thus we have a situation where the DOT determined 159 
slots per hour have already been used up with wasteful and iliegnl awards to United and 
American for non-critical domestic service - while our needs for servicifig significant new 
competition, essential air service communities, and international gowth will likely he unrnet. 
Even the little additional increment of current demand that will nay  be met will tit the expense of 
dehys for a!! O’Hare passengers, 

Tnis problenn - sfsucut demand ex~eeding suppiy - becomes even worse when one examines 
future projections of demad V$l-ieher m e  accepts tire FAA’s most recent questionable figures 
or the NlPC approved regional projections ofthe State of Iilinois, the mg demand far ctutstrips 
O’Ware’s capacity by several biiidrec! thousand flights annually. The delays, congestion, 
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environmental., public health, and safety concerns of trying t ~ i  jam several !icndred thousand 
additional flights into O’Hare leaves rational leadership with m e  of two choices: 

1. Send the traffic growth outside the Region with a loss of hundreds ofthousands ofjobs 
and billions in economic benefits. This phenomenon i s  akeady occurring as United is 
shifting substantial portions of its gowtb to Denver. 

2. Build major new capacity at a new regional rnet?otropnlitm Chicago Airport to handle the 
new growth that O’Hare obviously cazrnot eake nowi let alone the fbtutu;~: growth projected 
for the Region. Botb O’Hare and Midway would continue to serve as vital parmen in a 
metropolitan airport system. 

We recognize that United and Ameri~an have fought - along with Chicago - against a new 
regiond airport and for exparision of Q‘Hre. Ihited’s and American’s reasons aee simple; they 
do not want major new capacity rhat could at&act major new competition into the region spoiling 
the pricing monopoly they currently enjoy at O’kiare. Chicago’s reasons for opposition are less 
clear but appear to be centered on a fear of loss of political control. 

The airlines have funded their opposition with huge political conwibulions - being equal 
opportunity givers to both political parties. Chicago magazine reports a recent pasta dinner 
where one United cxecutive (and his Democratic lobbyist associate) contributed $65,000 in cash 
and airline tickets bo the national Dcmocrdtic pnrfy. The Chimgu Tribune claims that whenever 
Republicans in the state legislature \ a n t  to raise money, they simply rclise the specter o f a  
regional airpost authority bill - sending airline Iobbyists down eo Springfield with major 
donations. 

’ 

Whatever the reasons, the airlines aid Chicago have put together a coalition of Democrats and 
Republicans committed to massive expansion of O’Mare and against construction of a new 
regionsl airport. Aiding them is a Democratic Administration in Washington - staffed by many 
fmner employees of the Chicago Department of Aviation - who bwe  constantly thrown 
rsadblocks in the pa& ofthe new regional airport while constantly supporting Q‘Hae expansion. 

On the other side are Republican and Democratic leaden like Congressman Hyde, Congressman 
Jackon, Iliinois Secremy of state Ryan, Senate President gate Philip and lllinois House 
Minority Leader Lee Daniel who are strongly conmitted to no fiirther expansion of O’Hare and 
for fast-track cunstruction of a new regianai airport. 

Waffling in the middle are politicians who either profess to be against expansion of O’Hare 
while equivocating on a new regional airport or who dodge the issue md refuse to take a stand 
on either 9)’Hare expansion or the need for il new regional airport. It’s time for these political 
leaders - and Senator Mosefey-Bmm, Senator Dwrbia, m d  Congressmm Poshard are among 
them -to take a ckar staid on bhese issues. Are they for an expanded O’Hzre? If so how muck 
expaasion? Are they for a new regional airport’? If so, when and how wifl they insure its rapid 
consD-dctioi2? 



The debate over &he “slot exemptions” at O’Ware and she issues surrounding that debate illustrate 
that this controversy is not over some probiem in the far distant future. The: time for decision 
and action is  m. 
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A. The E x ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~  High 

Tlne High Density Rule for O'f-Kare sterns from 
evident at O'Hare. The "demand" for aircraft operatiom that would - assuming nu limits an 
O'Hare capacity - otherwise use the airport is him! by the finite ''supply" (or capacity) of the 
sirpori 10 accommodate that demand. Unless limits or contro!s are placed on the level of 
operations that use the airport (the level of '"demmd"), the uncontmiled demand wiii ovenvhelm 
the capacity ofthe airport and unacceptably high levels of congestion and delay will result'. 

To contxol demand SO that delays did nor &e above unacceptable levels, the FAA in 1968 
prsmulgated what i s  keiow~ as the "High Density Rriie"' now codified a? 14 CFR 593.123. 

FAA response ?o a condition that is self 

I For a discussion and illustration of rhe relationship between demand. capacity and delay see FAA's report entitled Airf?e/d ond Airrpore 
Capaciry/aploy Policy Ano/jsis, FAA-AFO-81-14 and iri the attachcd chart showing the relationship k w e e n  delay and the growth in nafiic 
volume (See chan a: p. 33, i n f a )  See also FAA's annual report entitled Airpun Capocify Enhanrement Plan where FAA acknowledges that 
so-called reductions in dclay are really means tG increase capacity to handle more mffrc. 

For a history ofthe development of the High Density Rnle, See Glcinier, SIof Regufo;ion af High Densify Airpons: How Did We Crr Here and 
IVhere Arc U'e Going. 61 Journal of Air Law and Comnierse (MayiJune i996). 

The hourly numerical limits at QI-iare are funher limited by the following conditions: 
n2 771e hour prriod io effect at O'tiare begins at 6:45 a.m.  and continue!: ir; 30-minute incremens unti! 9: 15 p.m. 
n3 Opraticns 31 OH= International Airporr sLSl not - 
(a) Except as provided in paragraph (c) of l e  nore, exceed 62 for sir c a n i m  arid 13 for C O R I I ~ I I ~ C S  and 5 for "orhcr" during any 30-mlniitc 
peiicd begiiining at 6 4 5  a.m. a d  continuing evety 30 minutes thcmfler. 
(b) Except as provided in pangmph (c) ofthe note, erceed more lhan : 20 for air canieis. 25 for commuters. and 10 For "oaher" in any two 
consecutive 3Q-minute periods. 
ic)  For the hours beginning at 6:45 am.. 7:45 am.. 1 I : A S  a.m.. 7:45 p.m. and 8:15 pm. ,  the hourly !imitations sbal! be 105 for air carriers. 40 
for co~~muters and 115 fur "other," and the 3bminute Iimitaiions shall he SS Cor air carriers, 20 for commuters and 5 fer %her." For rhe !,our 
beginning at 3:45 p.m., the hourly limitations shall he 1 I5 for air carriers, 50 for iomrnu!ers and 10 for "other," and the 30-minure hi tat ions 
shall be 60 for air cafflers, l 5 ior commuters and 5 for "orher." 

2 

3 
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In the 1994 FAA Authorization Administration Act, P.L. 103-305, Congress created three very 
limited exemptions for the 155 slots per hour limitation at O’Marc: 

1. Essential Air Service. (49 U.S.C. $41714(a)) These are communities which are 
expressly defined under federal sratutes 49 USC $473 1 et seq4. 

2. ~ ~ ~ e ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ l  Flights. (49 U.S.C. $417!4(b)) These are slots for international flights 
diat could otherwise not get access to the airport. 

3. New Entrants. (49 U.S.C. $41714(c)) The concept here was to allow new airlines to 
enter into a “Fortress HiW so as to increase competition and try to break the 
monopoiy stranglehold of the dominant carriers at a Fortress Hub such as O’Hare. 

The logic and pubiic policy behind these exemptions vias clear. There are a limited number of 
communities expressly designated “essentiai air service” communities where access to Q’Hare 
was considered essentiae. SiinilarIy, Congress wanted to 
traffic if we are to be able to negotiate and hocor bilateral arid multi-lateral agreement for access 
to foreign destinations. Finally, no one would quarrel with the need to stimulate new 
competitive enhies to bring new fare competition into Fortress Hubs such as O’Hare‘. 

to accommodate international 

As part of the 1994 legislation, Congress directcd the Department of Transportation to conduct 
and complete an exhaustive study as to whether there was additional capacity at the High 
Density Rule Alrpor?s and whether the High Densit-j Rule should be lifted. 

In May 1995, USDOT released its four volume report, A Stu& ofthe High Densiw Rule, and in 
June 1995 announced that on the basis of this study, DOT would not change the slot limits - 
either at O’Hare or at any other HDR airport. 

4 “CAS is a program ti%r was developed by Cmgmss in conjunction .xith airline deregulation in an effor? to kelp cnsure that srnalter 
communities we provided wih the air sei-uicc izt%essk-y to link them to the national air mnsyomtion system. To thc extent necessary. carriers: 
may receive subsidies to apeiate to certain %AS pints.” Clcirner. supm, at 887 0.43 

One oftbe puiposes of ihe 1994 legislation was to rmore EAS service to coininunities which had lost prz-existing EAS sewice to O‘Hare. 
See DOT order 94.1047, at pZ. 

nie problems with hi& monopoly sirpponed business fares at Fortress Hub Airpons have 

5 

6 repearedly identified by both CA(3 2nd DOT. 
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In its I995 HDK study, USDOT found that the “balanced capacity’’ o f  O’Hare was I59 
operations per hour or four operations per hour higher than the 155 slots allowed under the HDR 
regulation7. However, the DOT decided against allowing an increase in the slots from 155 to 
159 per hour becausz the increase in aHowed slots t odd increase delays8. 

It is these four slats per hour - from 155 to 159 
additional slot exemptions have been basing their various demands for additional slot exemptions 
at O’Hare. However, as discussed below, not only will these additional slots lead to additional 
delay for all O’Ware travelers, but these four hypothetical additional slots have already been 
exhausted by the grant of more than 100 slot exemptions at O’Hare by USDOT since 1995. 

that Congress and various advocates of 

0. A Stwdy of the Slot Exemptions granted ~ ~ ~ e r  541714 since 1995 shows 
that mere than 100 slot exemptions have been granted - more than 
using rep the four slat per hour increment i a i  the 1995 DOT study ST the 
High Density Rule. 

The USDOT maintains a detailed Internet docket of all slot exemption requests, all pleadings 
filed by those in support or opposed to the request, and the written decisions ofthe DOT in 
ganting or denying the request. SOC has examined this docket for all slot exemptions granted 
since the 1994 legislation and has found that more than 100 slot exemptions have been awarded. 

It must be remembered that these more than 100 slot exemptions operate above the 155 
operations per hour limit set by 93 CFX 93.123 and are included in the roughly 15 hour period 
(6:45 AM to 9:15 PM) that the slot limitation IS in effect. Simple arithmetic (100 plus 
exemptions divided by 15 hours) dictates that for at least several hours per day, the FAA’s 
theoretical capacity for O’I-fare of 159 operations per hour is currently being exceeded. 

7 HDR Repon p. 53 FAA has recently advised the Illinois Transponation that as of 1998, the estimated hourly capacity at O‘Hare remains at 
I59 operations per hour. 

Under the USDOT analysis, the delays created by going from I55 operations per hour to I59 operations per hour resulted in almost a doubling 
of the delays - from 11.8 to 23.7 minutes per operation. Id at 59. Thus, whatever benefits were derived from the additional four flights per 
hour had to be balanced against the fact that all the other flights (i.e. ?he base case 155 flights) would suffer an almost doubling of delays if the 
slot increase we:& to be allowed. The reason why z small iw;remenfal increase in demaid at the margins of an a i p n ’ s  capacity can result in 
a dr,maiic increw in overall delays i s  explained and 2iusirnted in F.4A.s Repon entirled -4ir;ield and .4irsspnce CupacirdDdoy P d i q  
Anu&six FAA-APO-51-14, and in ihm showing :he re!rrfronship bcfwcen de!ay and the growth in !raFfic volme (&an 81 p.33 , infra). As 
traffic i s  diowed to ,gmw at the naigiir of an a i p n ’ s  capnciq. s.r,a:l incremental increaes in traffic CIWI cause overall average delays for a11 
halfc to rise exponentially. Neither the FAA COP the Airlines wmt Consess or the public to uedenrand this relationship. or the 
concspondiog fact that sa-called ‘‘rce3ztctions in delay” rhrou$ chin3a In h i r  Tn%c Connoi (A‘FTC) procedures and physical C < J ~ S W C ~ ~ O ? I  ar 
!he airpa; heccssady rriso iecrea?e capacicp ofthat aiwn tr) cair). more Wafiis. Just as we have all e x r s ~ c n c e d  the impacr ofadding anorher 
lane to a busy highway, te rnpray  delay reductions ar airporn are rnvarizbly iolloweri by delays again rising to historical Icvtls bur now at a 
much highrr volume of n a f k  Ifnaffic demand is rising and remains in excess of supply (capacity) aq i t  wit1 at O‘Harr. m y  so-cdkd delay 
reductions wiil simply resul! in higher levels of!raffic at the airpon with delays again r;sing :o historical levels. 
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Given DOT'S express findings that the capacky of 0'I.iiil.e is 159 operations per hour - and the 
fact that the extra four slots per hour in excess of the I55 per hew limit of $93.123 are already 
used up - there is no room tor 30 mere slots to be provided at O'Hare. 

Remember that DOT declined to open up the 155 operations per horn limit because of concerns 
that adding the ~ O I K  additional dots wou2d increase dekay. Remember too that at the margin of 
capacity - where O W "  currently is - adding additional operations has ripple delay effects 
across the entire universe 5fQ'Rare tmvelers. 
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Much oftbe political rhetoric suppomng allowance of slot exemptions has been based on the 
common dcsire to bring new competitors into O’Ware where United and American control over 
80% of the traffic. Indeed, the 1994 legislation prQvide# for slot exemptions for “new emants”. 
49 U.S.C. $41714(~)~. 

Yet an analysis ofthe more than 108 slots awarded since 1994 for domestic operations shows 
that by far the lion’s share of these 108 slots went PO United Express and American Eagle -. 
captive affiliates of United and American. 

I 

I 94-1047 1 

Mer accomtiag for 28 ~ b t  exmpt~oris given PO United E x p ~ s s  for Essential Air Service 
(94-10-47,?4-11-12”] that leaves 80 slot exemptions that were awarded for reasons other than 

9 The problem of monopoly pricing and the high cost of business fazes at Fomess Hubs has been well documented by US WT. GAO, arid the 
Illinois Department of Transponntioa (IWT) Unittd and A,mesican conmi over 80% ufthe mffiic at O’Aare. IDOT estimates that because 
of this monopoly control hy American and United, the traveling public pzys a monopoly penalty of 2SO-3Do million doiiars per year. The 

“ncw entrant” provision of the 1994 law was intended Io bring in new competition. 

10 In ordm 94-1 1-12 issued on Novemh 17. 1994 - hiore the wit of more than 80 additional nun EAS cxemp!ions, the DOT express!y 
dwiined KO grant any &dieion4 EA§ rxemptiorrs berratircr of t k  “significnntly increased apmrions! delays” thaz would k caused. ” W e  are 
unprepared to authrize any additional EAS opewtioas at O’Harc since sigrificcidy increcrsedcp?rrrlbnal dekys cc,uld resuR. ” I994 I>Gr 
Av. Lexis at 4 (emphasis 2ddcd). IMT then prmee&d to award 80 more slau outside and in violation ofthe letter and intrnt ofthe titmite. 



essential air service and internariornal. Of these 80 slots, 68 for 85%) were awarded to United or 
American afirliates under bizarre reasonhg that United Express was a “new entrant” and that 
American should somehow receive additional slots as compensation for the slots awarded to 
“new entrant” United Express. 

The USDOT concluded in Orders 97-1-7 and 98-4-21 that the United Express affiliates were 
independent entities of United. In order 98-4-21, DOT has explained that the United Express 
affiliates qualified as new entrants because they were in effect contract franchisees of United and 
not wholly owned. In contrast, DOT could not use the same twisted reasoning for American 
Eagle since American Eagle is a wholly owned subsidiary of AMR, parent of American Airlines. 

American properly charged that the attempt of United Express affiliates to claim chat they were 
“new entrants” was a sham in violation of the le t t~r  and intent of the statute. One can hardly 
claim t k t  allowing increased United Express sewice into United’s primary hub qualifies as new 
competition for United Airlines - the dominant carrier at O’Hare. As stated correctly by 
American: 

“To favor the United camer group over the American carrier group, based on 
whether regional operations are conducted by fkanchisees (United Express) or by 
corporate affiliates (American Eagle), is simply irrational. Such an artificial 
distinction is utterly irrelevant to the competitive reality of the online network 
services that United and American provide via their respective hubs at O’Hare. 
Most passengers neither know, nor care, whether regional afiliates such as 
United Express or American Eagle are franchised or owned.. .” 

“Indeed, the exb-aurrlinary degree ofcontm-ol United exercises over its United 
Express partners makes clear that there is no significant difference between 
United’s direction of its franchisee operations, and American’s direction of 
American Eagle operations.” ’ ! 

“From a marketing and consumer point of view, they are identical. . . . A 
McDonald’s restaurant that is owned by a franchisee is every much a McDonald’s 
as a company-owned restaurant. Trans-States is as much a part of the United 
Express group as a company-owned subsidiary.”’* 

It is apparent that the 1994 legislation set off a war between United and American - the two 
proverbial 800 pound gorillas at O’Hare - on three related fronts: 

! I 

i 2 

QST-97-2368-17 Pleading by American Eagle 

OST-97-2368-24 PIeadng by American Eagle opposing ilie slot award fa United Express atilliate Tram States 

22 



..: . 
_:. 
. .. 
<=-i ; . I  

... . . .  ... 
_.,_ 
I_ 

. .  . .. . . .  _ .  
_I . .. . .. . .  ” _  

> .i 

I :  

. .  .. . . .  

... __  
s-.: 

i - :  

. .  __  
- .  . . .  ... .- 

1. Anierican and United each wanted to use !he slot exemptions to expand its own 
monopofy power at O‘tiare, even thoogh Congress did riot intend the letter or spirit of the 
slot exernptioi? provision to benefit the expansion of either American’s or United’s 
monopoi?; power. 

2. American and United each wan?ed to prevent the other froan gaining slot advantage. 
Because ofrhis strategic jockeying, we have the benefit of American and United 
exposing the illegalities of each other’s (and DOT’S) improper exemptions. 

3. Ameficm and United - United especially - wanted to use up the available slots so that 
new competitors could nat enter the market. 

As characterized by Delta’s zffrliatc, Comair, the Runy of slot exemption applications by United 
and American since 1994 w s e  nothing more than a battle to expand their huh dominance: 

“[Elxcept for Reno Air (which hasihad a close relationship with American). all 
&e applicants are cairtroi!ec? by either American or Sniten! in terms of O‘PIare 
operation (none is seaily a new entrant) arid the requests simp(v comtitute (1 b i d e  
h e t w m  ike fis’c, csrrien which dmnimase the hub and un ej’)b,? by those two 
carriers to expand thar hub j. dominunce in ehe 

United was not the only culprit in the illegal abuse ofthe slot exemption process. American - 
after correctly charging that the DOT’S awarding of dozens of slots to United Express for 
non-essentia1 service was illegal -. then supped at the trough itself. American’s point \vas that if 
the Department was going to iliega!ly give slots to United, American should get slot exemptioiis 
as well. 

Waving illegally granted dozens of slot exemptions to United Express, DOT didn‘t hesitate to 
illegally award dot exemptions to American Eagle. Not content with violating the leMer and 
spint of &e shtute with its massive awnrds of exemptions to United, DOT then proceeded to 
violate the statute again by making the equivalent of “new entrant” awards to American, even 
though DCT knew American could not qualify under the “new entrant” subterfuge DOT had 
wed for Uniteci’s “franchisees”. American applied for slot exemptions for new service to 
Duluth, MN.; Fayetteville, Ark.; and Shrevepo~, La. None of this service qualified under any of 
the three statutory exemptions of (341714. 

As noted above DOT had engaged in the fiction that United Express affiiiates were “new 
entrants” but had concluded thzd Amejsan Eagle could not get similar treatment because 
American Esgk sir;fs owned by AMK, American‘s pareor. Therefore, in order to give American 
slat exemptions for non-EAS domestic cities - thus not raeeting any of the statutory standards 

13 OST-94-2362-32 Pleading olCosnair in opprition to requests by United Express and Amencen Eagle far slol exemptions. at? .  (emphasis 
added) 
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(no EASlno internationalho new entrant) - DOT had to engage in what might be called creative 
illegality. 

To get around this hurdle, DQT engaged in a game of “musical slots” (United’s term, not ours). 
DOT literally played a “shell game” where it took 16 slots already used by American for 
essential air service to Bloornington, Champaign and Lacrosse - told American to use those slots 
for new service ro hluth, .%IN.; Fayeneville, Ark.; and Shreveport, Ea. - and &en “awarded” 
“ncw” essential air service slots to American for Bloornington, Champaign and Lacrosse. 

United properly criticized this award as totaliy without statutory j~stificaiion’~. DOT had used a 
shell g m e  to, award slot exemptions for service that was not authorized by statute. 

Thuss, we have a situation where dozens of slots have been awarded at Q’Hare to the dominant 
carriers - all in violation ofthe statute -with increased delays to all the O’Hare traveling public, 
and with reduced safety margins necessitated by the increased traffic at the margin of O’Hare’s 
capacity. Further, as discussed below, United has properly characterized the finite and limited 
incremental slot capacity (assuming it bas not ail been used up) 8s n “zero stlm” game. 

For every slot given to feed the growth of United and American’s domestic monopoly, there is 
one less available slot to meet the needs of international aviarion -which United says is the type- 
of traffic most valuable to the nation and to the regional economy -- and to undeserved essential 
air service commit ies .  Since the more than !OB s!ot exemptions already given out since 1994 
means tbzt O ’ H m  is already operating at more: than 159 operations per hour - four above the 
155 per hour limit of the MDR mnd at the 159 limit decreed as the capacity of Q’Hare by DOT - 
the profligate and improper issuance of slot exemptions to United and American means that 
hurure exemption requests for international service and 5AS commmities will be penalizcd. 

The express restrictions of the 1994 statute limited exemptions to EAS (Essential Air Service) 
communities, intemationa! flights and to new entrants. We have already shown that virtually all 
ofthe more than 100 exemptions were given to United or American affiliates. The evidence is 
also clear that the vast majority of the domestic slot exemptions given -more than sixty 
exemptions were not to EAS communities. 

Moreover, contray to popular misconception, the great bulk of these slot exemptions are no1 for 
service to Midwestern communities that scrnehow cannot get service to O’Hare. 

Rather than serve close-in Midwestem destinations, these slot exemptions have been awarded to 
reiativeiy dist3iiF nnn-Midwestern cities who are rcadtky served by other hubs such as b8kinta, 

14 OS-97-2985-154 Objections ofiJnited to award ~ f s i o t  exemptions IO American. 
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Washhgton-Dulles, Cincinnati, and Pittsburgh. Charleston, West Virginia; Wilkes-Barre, 
Pennsylvania; Montgomery, Alabama; Chattanooga, Tennessee; Roanoke, Virginia; and 
Shreveport, Louisiana are hardly Midwestern cities that have been deprived of access to the 
Chicago market and have no alternative hubs. As Delta’s affiliate, Comair, pointed out many of 
these comniunities have adequate service to other hub cities in the South, Southeast, and 
Midwest. 

Moreover, even where a few slots have been awarded for Midwestern cities, these have been part 
of the “musical slotslshell game” that both United and American have criticized - and then 
employed to their advantage. For example DOT awarded TJnited - again without meeting the 
requirements of the 1994 Act ($41714) - slot exemptions for flights from Dubuque, Iowa and 
Sioux Falls, South Dakota to Q’Hare. While these might be considered Midwestern cities for 
whom service ought to be provided if there was capacity at O’Hare, American correctly points 
out that United aiready had service from these cities to Q ’ H m  and - upon receipt of the slot 
exemptions - proniptly cmceied this pre-existing service and used the slots for other traFIic apart 
from Rubuque, Iowa and Sioux Falls, South Dakota. This is the very same kind of improper 
“musical slotslshell game” that United criticized when DOT let American do; it. These 
communities already hzve the service and the slot exemptions allow them to pull this service - in 
effect giving slot exemptions for other purposes not encompassed within the statutory 
requirements. 

Again, because of the extremely limited and tinite incremental capacity available at O’Hare - if 
any. given the 12 1 slot exemptions since 1994 - any s?ut exemptions given for service to 
“undersemed” communities necessarily takes away equivalent ability to provide slot exemptions 
for EAS communities, international service, and new competitive entrants. As Delta’s affiliate 
Comair has pointed out, it is a misnomer to characterize cities like Charleston, West Virginia; 
Wiikes-Barre, Pennsylvania; Montgomery, Alabama; Chattanooga, Tennessee; Roanoke, 
Virginia; and Shreveport, Louisiana as “underserved”. There are other hubs in other cities like 
a5 Atlanta, Washington-Dulles, Cincinnati, and Pittsburgh that can and do serve these ciries. 

In truth none of these communities are “underserved”. They are just served by different hubs in 
other regions of the country. Even it they were “underserved”, their needs can be addressed by 
servicing these communities through hubs with less capacity limitations than O’liare - hubs that 
have plenty of capacity. The question Congress must ask is whether - given our concerns about 
meeting international needs, the need to service EAS communities, and the need to bring in truly 
new competitors into O’Hare -the scarce slot capacity which is presumed to exist at O’Hare 
(which DOT says has already been used up) should be squandered on service to communities 
that can readily be served elsewhere. 

As United has cogently argued, these scarce slot resources should be saved and husbanded to 
provide slots to the traffic that is most valuable to our region (see diswssioa below.). Providing 
30 more slot exemptions for so-caiiled ‘hndersemed” io compere with the existing three 
categories of $417 14 -- cspecialiy given the mme than 100 exemptions already issued - is 
unwise, econcmically wastefui, and wiEI exacerbate tire deiays experienced by ail tmveiers at 
0’1-fare. 
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63. The “ZERO SUM” Game. United has ~ ~ ~ I - e ~ t ~ ~  pointed out that -- given 
Q)”Iztre% meager capacity - there are a very limited finite amosrnt of 

~ M t o ~ a t i ~ ~ ~ ~ y  restrict slot exemption awards for other ~ M I - ~ O S ~ S .  

possible silo$ exemptions at (99Hare an that awards for one purpsse 

Soon after the 1994 slot exemption statute was passed, USDQT made a variety of statements 
emphasizing that the new slots that were available should be provided to new domestic 
competitors. In opposition to DOT’S stated intent, United made a number of statements which 
emphasized the scarce amount of any available slot exemptions and the need to prioritize the 
award ofthose exemptions for the best possible benefit to the nation and region. 

United Airlines has correctly pointed out that the meager “excess” capacity of O’Hare (to the 
extent that it has not been exhausted with existing 1995-1998 exemption awards) is extremely 
limited. Award of slots for one purpose necessarily limits the ability to award slots for other 
purposes. 

“[The need to carefully ration the slot exemptions] becomes especially 
meaningful in light of  the Department’s finding in Simmons that the number of 
slots it can create by exemptions from the HQR is bothfinite and ’ v q  limited. ’ . 
Order 97-10-16, at 4. Given the limited amount of capacity available at O’Hare 
under the HDR, applications for exempiions iire, for all practica! purposes. 
mutua& exchsive. Each exemplion reduces the Deparfment ‘s abiliw to grant 
ofher exemptions. ..I5 

United strongly emphasized that - given the extremely limited amount of available slot 
exemptions (only four according to the 1995 DOT High Density Report) -the slot exemptions 
ought to be given to that traffic that brings the highest yield to the nation and the region rather 
than wasted on lower benefit traffic. 

“[Given the fact that each exernprion granted reduces the ability of the DOT to 
grant other exemptions, the] Department, therefore has a special responsibility to 
enswe that its decisions are Rased on S O U F ~  economic analysis and will maximize 
consumer 

+**** 

“New airside capacity the depamnent creates under the HDR at O’Hare is 
fitngible, and ultimatelyfinite. The award ofnew slots for any of the exemption 

15 United Reading opposing DOT statements of policy ;hai slot exemptions should be used to allow iicw cumpetition for domesric op.rr!ions at 
O’Hars OS’T-95-358-9 at S-9. (emphasis added) 
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uses is t t i id tu~r’ iy  e.wlusive. An allocation of slots under the [new entrant] 
“exceptional circumstances” provision precludes their award for use at an 
essential air service community. In economic terms, the allocation ofthisfinite 
cupaciw is a zero sum game. imposing op1 the De,vartment of Transportation an 
abligcltion eo do its ISP:.! io insiire that new sioots are put to their highest and best 
me. v e l 7  

United pointed out that the highest economic yield to the nation and the region comes from 
international flights and that - given <)’Hare’s meager incremental capacity - slot exemptions 
ought to be given to international flights instead of new slots f5r domestic service. 

“[Tlhere can be no doubt that new international services at O’Hare are likely to 
have a significantly greater impact on the local, regional and national economies 
that are new domestic services operated with nanow-bodied aircraft.”’8 

***** 

“These data [data comparing grearcr economic benefits from international vs. 
donrestic operations] clearly tend to confirm that the benefit to the Chicago 
economy from new international service would greatty exceed those from a 
domestic f~ight.”‘~ 

it**** 

“[Wlhenever an exemption slot at O’Hare is given away for a new entrant for 
domestic service, the Department reduces its ability to grant fiiture international 
applications, causing a permanent loss of the potential economic gains such 
service would produce.”’’ 

The point United makes is a valid one. Incremental slot capacity (if i t  does exist given the 
exhaustion of the four slots found in the 1995 DQT High Density Study) is a “zero sum” game. 
Even assuming that some slight additional capacity exists - and even assuming that the Nation is 
willing IO impose additional delays on d l  the Q’Mare trwelers to award those incremental slors - 
the amount of incremental slots available is small and finite. Giving those slots to regional jet 
non-stop domestic service automatically precIudes rhose slots from being used for essential air 
service communities or for international service. Conversely, giving those slots to EAS service 
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United Pleading in FAA Regulatory Docket #29009 at 3. (emphasis added) 

United Pleading opposing WT statements ofpolicy that slot exemptions should be used to allow new competition for domestic operations at 
O’Harc OST-95-368-9 at 9 
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or international automatically precludes the opporbnity to award those slots to new entrants in 
domestic service. 

cCaimMoselcy- in 16ccmpromise” bill (S.2279) and 
the ~~~~~~~~~ House Bill ~~~~o~~~ the %?,eve Sum” problem. 

Given the profligate award ofmore than IO0 slot exemptions by DOT since 1995 - using up the 
four theoretical slots the DOT found were available in its 1995 High Density Rule Study - it is 
extremely unlikely that there is additional capacity to provide the additional slots contained in 
the M c C a i n / M o ~ e ~ e y - B f a a i n  30 new slot exemption bill. Even ifthere is, it will come at a 
cost of imposing increasing delays on all 0’ Ware passengers. 

Further, the hac@ain/haoseley-Bra~~~bin proposal - by adding B fourth category of non-stop 
regional jet service to the previous three categories of EAS, international, and new entrant - 
makes it very likely that one or more important categories of traffic will be squeezed out in favor 
of another catego$’. For example - as United has pointed out in another context - allocating 
these new slots to commuters or to non-stop regional jets necessarily precludes their use to meet 
international needs. 

Finally, by shiffing more aircraft operations into the margin of O’Nare’s capacity, the 
McCainiMoseley-BradDurbin proposal will necessarily create significant new delay problems 
for all O’Hare passengers and create self fulfilling pressure for new expansion at O’Hare. 
According to the delay curve presented in the 1995 DOT High Density Rule SttlJy, adding the 
four flights per hour would significantly increase the delay suffered by all passengers at O’Hare. 
Since these four slots pea hour are already exhausted any addition slot exemptions would 
exacerbate the delay. 

At the margin of O’Hare’s capacity where these flights our added, each additional flight added 
has an exponential impact on the deiays suffered by all other flights. The McCaiae, 
Moseley-Braun, Durbin proposal would add ZinQther two flights pea hour on top of &e four flight 
maximum found by DOT’S 199.5 Hi& Density Rule Study to be the maximum incremental 
capacity available at C’Hare. 

21 Rather than regional jet service, the House adds a fourth category which it calls communities “not receiving sufficient air service.” $lOl(c)( 1 ). 
Unlike the relatively nmow cateeories of exemption under the 1994 statute, bcrh the House and Sena!e new exemptions are very open-ended 
- allowing a flood of exem$i,tion proposals fi)r service m o s s  ibe eoonay by IJpited and h e r i s a r r .  Note that neither the new Sendre or rrew 
Wou~t exenrgtions; pment these new slot txetliptio.m fFom being arvardzd b United or American - cofirinuing ta expand thurl monopoly 
poeirion at WWm. 



)L request for dormestic slots to be taken from internatio~~d 
~ ~ r r ~ ~ ~ ~  is wrapkg and runs ~ ~ ~ t r a ~  t~ what ~~~~~d told the ~ e ~ a r t ~ ~ n ~  
of ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ ~ ~ .  

As shown above, in arguments to the Department of Transportation iJnited has argued that the 
four slot per hour incremental capacity was an extremely Simited resource which should be 
carefully rationed and given only to the highest benefit traffic. According to United, 
international traffic provided the greatest economic benefits eo the nation and to the Chicago 
region. 

United used this argument in an attempt to persuade DOT not to award slot exemptions for 
domestic service to competitors. United argued that the scarce O’Hare slots should be reserved 
for high yield international traffic and that domestic flight demand should be routed to Midway. 
United argued - correctly - that for every scarce O’Mare slot exemption awarded to a domestic 
operation, that \viis one less slot that would be available fop. meeting international needs. 

However history has shown rhat -- rather than reserve these scarce slots for international flights - 
United has had its affiliates grab most of the 100 exemptions granted to expand United’s 
domestic service with slot exemptions 10 places like Wiikes-Bare, Pa., Roanoke, Va. and 
Chatianooga, Tn. 

This slot-grabbing game behveen United and American -- using up scarce and limited 
incremental capacity for non-stop regional jet domestic service - has more than used up the four 
slot per hour incremental capacity found by DOT to be avaiiabie at. O’Ilare. 

United’s actions - in declaring the higher value of international flights over domestic OR the one 
hand, while grabbing up slot exemptions for domestic service on the other - have caught United 
in a logical bind that relates to the history ofthe High Density Rule. 

In 1985, the DO3 garidfathered hundreds of domestic slots at O’Mare and awarded them at no 
cost to United and American. This grmdfather gift was worth hundreds of millions of dollars to 
United and American and allowed them the capacity lock that ha? led to their dominance at 
O’Hare. Though giving United and Amei-icaii this enornious giR of government resoiirces (the 
siots), the DOT reserved its prerogative to periodically transfer some of those slots to serve 
international operations. Cunently, FAA transfers a.ppsoxirnately a net of 16 slots from United 
to accommodate international Rights. 

IJnited has long argued that the FAA should not transfer sloes from IJnited’s domestic operations 
to be used by international carriers. United has argued that FAA and DQT should find these 
slots from some other source. United’s problem, however, was that while it was extolling on one 
side of its mouth the importance of reserving the four slot per hour (1995 HDR Study) 
incremeiital capacity for international operations, United and American were exhausting this 
incremental four slot per bow capacity for new domestic operations. 

lncrebibly, at the same time United and American were exhausting the incremental few slot per 
hour in capacity in a war to expand dninestic slots, United was ielling the FAA that these wry 
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same fwur slots were available to accomrwdate international flights. Based on this asserted four 
siot incremental capacityy, United argued that the FAA should cease its seasonal transfer of slots 
fro2 dorriestic CaFIieiS :e international canriers and award slot exemptions to international 
carriers. 

The prob!em with United’s argument is that ali the tlaeoietlcally excess incremental capacity has 
been used up by United’s and American’s domestic expansion. Whatever capacity that could 
have Seen lased for international slot exemptions has been exhausted. To recite United’s own 
zero sum argument, for every slot exemption awarded ctomestically, there is one less slot to be 
awarded for an international operation. 

Based on a detaiied malysis of United’s arguments. FAA rejected United’s argument that the 
roughly I5 net transfers from United to international operaticans should cease. 

Having failed before the FAA, United tias now made ovemres to the Congress, hoping to get 
from legislation what it could not get abinistratively. 

Based on United’s own arguments, its demand for reassignment of these international slot 
transfers to United’s domestic operations should be denied. United itself has argued that the best 
use o f a  scarce slot resource is  fQr interriational operations. If United wants to expand domestic’ 
service, United can - as United itseifargued when staling that the slots should be preferentiaily 
resewed for international operations -- bring additional domestic service into Midway (or a new 
regional airport). 

In rejecting United’s request for transfer of the slots, the FAA rejected the very argumenrs that 
are now being put forward to add new slot exemptions at O’Hare - i.e., ( 1  1 a claim that the MDK 
Study found significant new capaciry above the 155 operatinn per hour h i t  and (2) a claim that 
within the 155 per hour h i t .  there was unused capacity in the %her” category: 

‘“We do not find valid the City’s [Chicago’s] comment that withdrawal of slots for 
bi1ater.d agreement pulposes is  no longer valid: (:> in view ofthe Department’s 
SUR Study; and (Z) the utilization of ‘other’ slots used by general aviation and 
military operatioas. WBiiie the Department’s [HDR] Study did indicate that 
O’Hie’s balanced airfieid capacity C O U ~ ~  exceed the allocated QUO~ZI by an 
additional four flights per hour, the Study also predicted increased delays. The 
Depar?rnent then concluded thai the projected costs to consumers, iiiriines und 
communities cument[i, outweigh the bene$& that might accrue if the HBW wus 
removed or mod#ed. ’* 

‘‘[Trlhe use of designated slot rescrvations in the ‘Qther’ category would also 
require a regulatory change. la is important to note that the pool of slots for the 
‘Other’ category, consisting o f  10 slots per how, are sised primarily by general 
aviation. While the Air National Guard based at Q’Hare has been using a number 
orthe ‘Other’ slots, this use is not on a consistent, day-to-day basis, but rather ud 
hoc. Since 1995, the number afan~ual military operations has saeadily declined 
from approximatety 3,100 apeiatiom to 1,900 operations in 1997 (Conversely, 
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Moreover, given the frantic exhaustion 3F incremeiltai slot exemptions to United and American 
affiliates as “new entrants”, there is likely little or no capacity to gain the existing 16 
international slots from slot exemptions without creating significant delays. 

In sum, United’s request that Congress cut Q I J ~  existing international service and :e-transfer these 
slots to IJnited is wholly without merit and mns contrary to both United’s earlier argumcnts in 
favor of international traffic and the exhaustion of any excess stat capacity by United’s “new 
entnnt” gamesmanship over the last two yeas. 

J. The ~~~~~c~~ Military Slots B F ~  not ~ v ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~  

In addition to distoriion and confusions about the slot exemptions under $41714 above the 155 
operations per hour High Density Rule (14 CFR $93.21 7), several advocates of more operations 
at O’Hare have argued that FAA should allow the use of“unused” ““military” slots that are 
supposedly available within the 155 slots ofthe High Qcnsity Rule. There are several problems 
with this argument. 

There are no slob at O‘Plam ~~~~~a~~~ ta! milit~rgr ~ ~ ~ r ~ ~ i Q ~ s .  There is a category called 
“other” under 14 CFR $93.217 which includes other kinds of aircraft operations that do not fit 
into scheduled commercial or scheduled commuter. This “other.’ category (10 slots per hour) 
includes general aviation, military, norm-scheduled commercial aircraft arid any other 
niiscellaneous non-scheduled operations. 

Nons of these other slots is “unusedN. A check with FAA revealed that a11 ofthe 10 other slots 
are fully used. Funher, FAA, when faced with the arguanest for realiocating the “other” category 
has stated that such action would require a full notice and comment rulemaking to change the 
MDR rule. FAA has declined to shift these “other” slots commercial or commuter. 

. 

As noted above, the FAA rejected Chicago’s argument that these 10 “other” slots were somehow 
i1vail&.’ale. The military use ofthose slots is minuscule - less than one slot per hour - and the rest 
ofthose slots are currently in use by traffic tfie FAA and QOT consider to be valuable traffic. 

IC. Increasing the slot exemptions even by st smali amount wili result in 
significant delays for O’Hare travelers. 

A5 the DQT’s 1995 report, A Stztdy ofthe High Density Rule, emphasized. capacity md aircraft 
delsys are highly interrelated. When an airport h a  considerable excess capacity $days rise 
gradually as more aircrafi are processed rhrough the airport. However, when the airports’ 
capacity is already stressed by existing demand, studies have shown that even a small addition of 
aircraft operations at the m ~ g h  - such as are proposed here - can have a very severe impact 
on delays experienced by glJ Q’Hare travelers. 
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As this diagram fhrn the FAA report Airfield and Airspace Cu80nciCy/Lelay Policy Analysis, 
FAA-APO-8 1 - 14 demonstrates, as tra&c demand ae arr airport starts approrcching its physical 
cnpzcity, de!ays start rising dhamatticalily. Small increnaests of traffic can be added but only at a 
cost ofcrcaPmg significant delays for & the traffic using the airport. 

T h i s  phenomenon is well illustrated by DOT'S findings in the 1995 High Density Rule Study. 
DOT found that inerely adding 4 fiightg per hour to the 1% flights per hour would ahnost double 
tbe delays faced by 9 O'Hare travelers - including the +iravelers in the base 155 operations per 
Dour. 
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Some but not all the increased delays predicted by DOT have occurred. The reason all of these 
delays have not been observed can be found in the continuing FAA practice of squeezing - with 
a significantly reduced margin of safety - more and more aircratt operations closer together in 
time and space. (See discussion below.) 

Moreover, this dangerous game of squeezing more and more aircraft into a finite amount of 
space and time has both theoretical 2nd common sense limits. FAA has recently provided 
Congressmen Hyie and Jacksoti with F A A 3  estimate sf traffic demand growth at Q’I-lare to the 
year 2020. That demand forecast has several apparent flaws which have been criticized by the 
State of Illinois as not using correct input data and assumptions. 

Accepting for the sake of argument, the validity of the FAA 2020 forecast, it is obvious that 
demand for air transporgation in the future will overwhelm O’Hare’s already stressed-to-the limit 
capacity. 

-- -___s 

- .”---, Forecast Operations Per Day 
! 2350 

$994 sctusl (cons~r~iwd by MDR) I 2495 

2716 

3559 

4464 

_________ _____._____ i 
1988 actaal 

I 
~~~ _ _  c_ II_ 

.A/ 

___________.___I_.._-..._-.-..... --.L .__...__-I _____ ~. .i 
___.I__- 

i 1994 WiO NDW 

~ ~ 

FAA 1 !?% year LOSO demand 

State of Ulimois 73 mnillia 2038 enplanemenis 
demPlsrB 

_I___..__________.___,...___ -.-L 
i I 

.~~ ;.~.. -. - - I 
-L--Gm.-.-..<..*--.p -.. 

It i s  obvious that an airport that has difficulty handling the 1994 daily demand of either 2495 or 
2716 operations would virtually collapse at the demand represented by either the FAA forecast 
(1.227 miliion opcrations) or the State of lliiriois forecast ( 1  5 4  million  operation^).'^ 

L. The Safety Risks of Continuing TQ Squeeze More and More Aircraft 
Oper&lonS ]Into O’HatT 

There are safety censequences as well. The only way to add more flighrs at the margin in a 
physically constrained environment such as O’Hare - without increasing delays - is to pack the 
aircraft Operations closer together. There are only 60 minutes in an hour and any sixth grade 
student challenged by a word math problem h o w s  that - to get more operations into that 60 
minute period - the F A A  must shorten the average time it takes for a plane to land and take off. 
That necessarily means bringing the operations closer togcther in time and space. 

Indeed, that is exactly what the FAA and Chicago, O’Hare airport’s operator have been trying to 
do for the past several years. For several years FAA has been conducting a “capacity 

24 The FAA and Stare of Illinois forecasts provided by FAA assume a growth in the average enplanements per aircraft - an as yet unproven 
assumption. If that assumption is incorrect, the aircraft operations demand would be even greater. 
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enhmcernent” program at dozens of the Nation’s existing airports. Rather than building new 
airports to add to capacity, FAA has fncused on stufing more flights into existing airports 
through a variety of physical changes (e,g, kigh speed exits; hold pads; new runways) coupled 
with changes in air traffic control procedures designed to stuff more planes into the same 
airspace in any given finite period of time (e.g., 15 ntlmites, 35 minutes, 60 minutes). ’This 
desire to build more capacity is ser fo& in a number of FAA documents inchding its annual 
repm entitled Airport capacity Ewkmxrnent Pian (ACE). 

In addition the FAA has h d e d  and sponsored “’airport capacity e&mcetnent” studies at most of 
the Nation’s major commercial airports - including Chicago’s 0’1CZare and Midway. 

Because increases in O’Mare’s capacity are a politically explosive topic, FAA and Chicago have 
attempted to dispise the FAA capacity enhancement program for O’Hare a d  Midway by 
calling it the “Delay Task Force” Study. Yet every FAA-Funded identical study for evety other 
major airport in the country (including Houston, Los Angeies, New York, Washington, Seattle, 
Dallas-Ft. Worth, Atlanta and a host ofother airports) candidly acknowledges the program as a 
“capacity enhancement” progam. And Chicago and FAA in their internal documents clearly 
identify the publicly spun “Delay Task Force Repopt” as a “capaciw enhancement” report. 
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:: : We bring these facts to your attention because - short of building new runways at O’Hare - the 

only way to allow increases in aircraft operations at hte margin (such as has been involved in the 
more than 100 slot exemptions awarded since 1994 and proposed for the additional 30 slots in . 
the McCain/Moseley-Bra~~ur~in  “compromise”) is to jam more aircraft operations closer 
together in time and space. 

This attempt to compress more aircraft operations in the same time and space to increase the 
capacity of O’Mare is reflected in a variety of‘kapacity enhancement’’ measures that O’Hare and 
the FAA have employed in recent years as part of their “capacity enhancement” program at 
O’Hare. These measures, or v a r h t s  of  these measures are set forth in the 1991 O’Mare 
Capzcity Enhancement Report (publicly known as the Delay Task Force Report) and in various 
editions of the FAA’s Aviution Capacity Enhancement Plan. 

The measures include such techniques as reducing runway occupancy time, reducing the 
separation distance between arriving aircraft, land-and-hold-short operations in the “wet” (so 
called “wet stops”), and land-and-hoId-short operations at night. Among the current operational 
changes under consideration by the FAA are such dubious devices as allowing “triple converging 
runway arrivals” in the dark or in bad weather conditions, nightiime land-and-hold-short 
operations, and jamming mere aircraft into the arrival queue at the so-called arrival 
“cornerpwsts”. (This tast process is the so-called Chicago Terminal Area Project or CTAP). 

The following are both implemented and proposzd FAA devices for placing more aircraft closer 
together in time and space - in bad weather and low visibilify - to increase the capacity of 
O’Hare: 
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All of these changes have significant risk. If our political leaders continue Eo support the 
sqwezing of more and more aircrabt into the finite airspace and airpoet facilities at Q'Mnre, they 
are risking a major disaster. Many pditical leaders - including Winois Secretary of State George 
Ryan and Congressman Henry Hyde - have emphasized this ri5k and have called for a stop to 
this continued piecemeal mtcbeting pmcess where more and niore flights are squeezed into 
O'Mare. 

Nor i s  this mere political rhetoric. Most pilots nornial!y don't broadcast their concerns about 
safety hazards. And the airlirre public relations machine ~ulck ly  stifles bad news aboilt near 
misses and potential catasmphcs2'. 

But we knuw of at least two major iamcidenis in the last 18 months where daylight use of the 
kind-and-bid-short pmedue at 63'tlare has resulted. in new catamophe. Land and hold short 
is a process where  le of ~ v o  aircraft using intersecting ruxiways is directed t5 land and "hold 

24 Wime5s the cuphemism ofthe incidcnnt fast fall with a 727 landing on runway 32 R as Q'Hafe. Amerivan and Chicago aviation oKicials 
refesrsd lo the incident 2s a. "Bard landing" wherc the 727 skidded off the mnway and gauged ou! its belly. Mimicking the pencbanl far airline 
pablic rdaiiom Io play down 3 a f q  hazar& wit!? euphemisms, orhen have refc:n& to the incident as a "sof3 crash". 

I 
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short” ofthe intersection with the other active runway. it is used increasingly at O’i-larc in order 
to process more aircraft operations. 

’The problem with land-and-hold-short is again related to Murphy’s law - if something can go 
wrong, it will. Lsfid-and-hold.-short presumes that the aircraft that must hold short can and will 
stop short of the intersection with the other active runway, where another aircraft is moving at 
high speed tovJard the intersection. 

In May 1997 in broad daylight at O’Hare 3 departing British Airways 747 was departing on 32R 
to the Southeast. Aniving at B’Hare on an intersecting rumway (27L) was a United 737. FoI 
reasons as yet unknwwn, the United 737 was unable to stop prior io the intersection. Because the 
incident occurred in broad daylight, an alert controller ~ a ~ p ~ ~ e ~  to look up and see the 
impending collision between the 747 and the 737 and ordered the 747 to make a panic stop. The 
747 lost several tires in the panic stop, was disabled, and had to be towed off the field. 

There has been at least one similar incident in the last 18 months where two arriving flights on 
intersecting runways under land and hold short almost collided. Again, aCert action - thir time 
by one of the pilots - averted a disaster. As stated by the pilot: 

“We were assigned Rwy 32L full length and a B727 was assigned Rwy 27L 
LASSO [Land-And-r-lold-Short] Rwy 32L. We accepted and TWO properly 
informed us ofhis location. He had just 6500 ft ofavailable rwy and with his 
deceleraPion rate it was hard to tell if hc could stop before our intxn. There was a 
dejnire collision potential here. Further considering the potential of failed brakes 
or just bad judgment on the LASSO I believed at the time a CAR [Go Around] 
was a distinct possibility. I partially leveled off at 100 A expecting such when he 
started ctring Rwy 27L. I wound up lndg long and still managed to stop well 
before the end ofthe nvy. I ’ m  now a j i m  believer in the union pos that LASSO 
ops are inherently unsafe. especially where 2 converging hdgs ore occurring. 
Next time I will make an immediate decision to just GAR.” 

. 

FAA Aviation Safely Reporting System Report ofan incideni in October 
1997 between an MD-80 and a 5-727 both landing at O’Ware on 
intersecting runways. (emphasis added) 

The point of describing these real world near-collisions is to set the framework for the 
procedures either now in effect or proposed to j3m moie aircraft operations into O’Hare. The 
triple converging approach and the nighttime land-and-hold-short procedures being advocated by 
the airlines and Chicago are illustrative of the hazards ofthese techniques. They are designed to 
be employed in low visibility conditions - exactly the conditions that create the greatest safcty 
risk when aircraft are placed in closer proximity to one another in time and space. Had the 
land-and-hold-short incident between the British Airways 747 and the United 737 taken place at 
night - a procedure now urged by Chicago - the likelihood o fa  controller seeing and prevcnting 
a catastrophe would have been far less. 
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Some politicians seek to hide behind the cover of an environmental impact statement process to 
duck the hard issues presented by the slot exemption proposals and the related issues of 
piecemeal expansion of O’Hare. The citizens who live around O’tiare are all to familiar with the 
games played by FAA and Chicago in addressing the environmental and public health issues 
presented by the airport and its expansion. Two egregious tactics used by the FAA and Cnicago 
sknd out. 

The ~ ~ ~ ~ 5 ~ ~ e ~  Public Health and ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ ~ a ~  ~ s $ ~ e $  

~. .. ... 

.. . .  ~. 

Ignoring the toxic chemical dondl from @Hare. Anyone who lives in many of the 
communities around O’Hare can tell you of the persistent smell of“kerosene” in the: air from 
partially burned and unburned jet aircraft exhaust hmes permeating the residential 
neighborhoods around O’Hare. These same residents can show YOU the toxic scum from jet 
aircraft exhaust that coats their yards, their outdoor fixniture, their cars, and their homes. We 
know that these toxic f h e s  contain Benzene, Formaldehyde, and a host of other carcinogenic 
chemicals. O’Hare has these problems becaue - unlike a new regional airport with many square 
miles of land buffer - O’Hare abuts many residential communities. 

Yet state and federal public health officials ignore these communities. At no time have FAA, . 
USEPA, or the State of Illinois come into our communities and sarnpied for the baseline amount 
of toxic air pollution coming into our communities from O’Warc. At no t ine have FAA, 
USEPA, or the State of Illinois measured how much is cornin? from O’Mare and what the 
concentrations and health hazards are fbr the toxic ckemiczls in the air of our residential 
neighborhoods. 

Any Environmental Impact Stidtenlent that does not include a detailed measurement of what is 
called the “base case” - ie . ,  the amount, concentration and health risks of ‘these toxic poliaitants 
created by the current levels of traffic at O’Hare - cannot be credible in assessing the impacts of 
an increase in the traffic. Indeed, given the intensity of current toxic air poilution in some 
O’Hare communities, it is likely that ~ X J K ~ &  levels of traffic create unacceptable public health 
risks from this toxic pollution. 

Playing the game of averages with rPcBise. Just as FAA and other responsible agencies ignore 
the severe toxic air pollution capsed by O’Hare aperations, the FAA also stacks the deck in 
defining the degree of noise impact created by the airport. For example FAA defines adverse 
noise impact as a %-hour average noise level greater than 65 decibels, 

Accepting for the sake of discussion FAA’s failure to include individual instantaneous noise 
events in that impact, FAA compounds its error by refusing to identify those areas impacted by 
24-hour noise levels greater than 65 decibels. Instead, FAA uses an “average of averages”. 
FAA says that there is no adverse noise impact unless the 24-houi average noise level o f  65 
decibels is exceeded on a 365 day average. This game of averages makes any FAA analysis of 
noise impact beyond common sense and public credibility. 

Our communities already lcdlow that more aircraft operatioris mean more noise and more toxic air 
pollution. We don’t need gamesmanship by federa! agencies - operating with Coiigressional 
blessing - to try to persuade u s  :ha: we cion”t have a problem that we can smeli, taste, and hear. 
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y ~~~~a~~ Lacks Ga 
to the ~~~~~~~ Market 

The above analysis - and the statements ofthe airlines and DOT - make clear what most of us 
have Iong known. Current demand at O’Hare exceeds the capacity of O’Ware to handle that 
demand. This debate is not ahout drmmd decades in the future; if is about demand now and the 
ioabi1it-y of our metropolitan, Chicago airport system to handle c\anreg demand. 

Moreover, a system that cannot handle current demand ca,mot be expected PO handle fume 
demand growth. indeed tRe FAA HDR Study shows that attempts to handk several hundred 
thousand additional flights at B’Hare - a demand growth that FAA itself say will occur -- would 
resuit in incredible delays and it iike!y breakdown of our system. 

The answer, of course, to handle both current capacity shortfall and long term capacity needs lies 
i i i  the new regional airpctrt. Arid much of the reason f6jr rhe lack of capacity can be found in the 
adamant opposition of the City of Chicago, the dominant airtines at Fortress O’Ilare (United and 
American) and the Ciinton Administration to the construction of a new regional airport for 
met~opalitan Chicago. Instead ofjoining with regional leaders to build a new airport to serve in 
partnership with G‘Hare and Midway to provide plenty ofregional capacity, these opponents , 

have - for more than a decade - adamantly opposed construction of a new airport. 

The reasons for this opposition are ckar arid are desciibcd in detail in the report by Congressmen 
Henry Hyde and Jesse Jackson, Jr. entitled Chicago 2 Airport F m m :  A Call For Regional 
Leudenhip (1997). United and American do not want significant new competition entering into 
the Chicago market and reducing the monopoly profie prcmium these airlines now extract from 
business travelers to and &om Chica.go. They would rather have a constrained capacity situation 
in Chicago - where United and Arncrican dominate arid squeeze out competition - than have a 
regional airport system with plenlji of capacity PO aliow significant new competition to enter the 
Chicago market. 

There are severai ways to handle the demand that cannot be accommodated at Q’Hare: 

1. Build new capacity ab a new metropelitam Chicago regional airport. The new 
airport would operate with Q’Hare and Midway as part of a regional airport system. 
This is the solution supported by Illinois’ governors for the last decade, by much of 
the region, and for a short time by Cliiczgo Mayor Richard M. Daley. 

2. LB~ild new capacity at O’Ware. Growth in air traffic at O’Hare - and the associated 
construction and implernciitation o f  increased O’Hare airport capacity necessary to 
accommodate that growth - is adamantly opposed by hundreds of thousands of 
residents xo.umd O’Hare and has been the official position of Illinois state political 
leadership for more than a decade. 

3. Shift “Transfer T r a l l t i i ~ ~  to other Regioras. More than halfoFO’Mare’s passenger 
traffic is what is called “transfer” or “connecting” traffic. In their attempts to 
maintain their grip on Fortress O’Hare arid to prevent a new airport from allowing in 



significant new competition, United and American have argued that the transfer 
traffic - and the jobs and economic benefits associated with that traffic - should be 
moved to other regions where United and American have hubs (te., Denver and 
Dallas-Ft. Worth.) Indeed, recent news articles indicate that United is shifting some 
of its growth in transfer traffic to Denver - costing metropolitan Chicago jobs and 
economic benefits. 

Common sense says that the new capacity needs bo be major a ~ d  it needs to be placed at B new 
regional airport. Indeed, wen the wildest schemes o ~ ~ x ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~  B'plare could not likely handle 
all the tmtEc forecast by the FAA md the State of Ellinois. 
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1. The Congress should not create gny additional slots or any additional categories for slot 
exemption at O‘Hare. The more than I00 slot exemptions under the 1994 legislation - 
most of which have been illegal and improper -- have exhausted the minimal excess four 
slot per hour incremental capacity found by USDOT in the 1995 Report on the High 
Density Rule. 

2. Most ofthe 100 $10: exemptions granted since 1994 have been to American and United 
affiliates in a flurry of ac?ivity where United and ~mer ican  fought each other to grab up 
the incremental siot capacity. Not only did these dot exemptions not stimuhte new 
corrrpetition - they actmlly strengthened the monopoly position of  United and American 
at Fortress O’Ware. These United and American affiliates were clearly not new entrants 
for which the slot exemption was designed. The “musical siotskhell game” played by 
DOT and tke airlines to disguise the fact that these slots were being given to dominant 
carriers fooled no one. 

3. Nor did these slot exemptions for domestic service by the dominant carriers for non-EAS 
communities serve a genuine transportation need for Midwestern communities. As 
pointed out by Delta’s affiliate, Comair, the communities for which slots were awarded 
were for the most par  distant, non-stop communities iocated outside the Midwest for 
which other hubs (Cincinnati, Atlanta, Pittsburgh) were available. Even where slots were 
awarded for Midwestern cities, the dominant airlines ‘and DOT played musical chairs to 
pull existing slots and operations from those Midwestern communities. 

4. Under the “Zero Sum” position correctly taken by United, the grant of these almost IO0 
non-essential domestic flights outside the terns of $419 I4 has precluded the DOT from 
using those slots more productively -- ie. .  for inreniational slots and for Midwestern cities 
ehaf need the service. 

5.  Because of this profligate and improper grant of slot exemptions, additional slot 
exemptions c m o t  be grantee! without Fiirther exacerbating the delays for all O’Hare 
passengers and - in a self perpetuating cycle -. create pressure for more capacity 
increases followed by more delays followed by moat capacity increases at O’Hare. 

Short of buiiding new concrete at 9’1-lare -- eg., RPW runways - the only way to bring 
more trafic into O’Mare is to put the planes closer together - both physically and in the 
time it takes to complete an operatioit. ‘These So-c31kd “delay reduction” devices 
(typically Air Traffic Control Procedure (ATC) changes) are in reality “capacity 
enhancement” devices to create more capacity and process more aircraft into the airport. 
The 199 1 Capacity Enhancement Report for O’Hace - which has been publicly sold by 
FAA and Chicago as a “Delay Task. Force W.eport” - has a number of measures in It 
which are attempts to bring more and more aircraft into the airport by putting more 
aircraft closer together in time and space. Related and additional measures to put more 

6.  
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aircraft closer together in time and space are contained in the FAA’s Aviation Capacity 
Enhancement Plan. 

But by squeezing more aircraft into an already congested airport - especially in bad 
weather and low visibiiiky conditions - with such devices as reducing separation 
distance, nighttime land-and-hold-short operations, and “wet stops”, the FAA (with 
Congress’ apparent assent and encouragement) is reducing the margin of safety for airline 
passengers using O’Hare. 

7. The answer to the prob!erns of demand exceeding supply in the Chicago market is to 
build new regional capacity. Such new capacity could be used to absorb the excess 
domestic demand that wants to use the O’Hare - fi-eeing up some O’Ware capacity for 
international growth. Alternativeiy the new capacity could he used to serve the growth in 
international demand freeing up B’Hare to provide more service to Midwestern towns 
and other conmunitics. With an excess of supply (capacity) over demand, OUT region 
would not have to ration scarce resources and would not have to squeeze out key 
eiements of our region’s air transportation economy. 

8. in thc short tern - while the new airport i s  being built - FAA and DOT should be 
directed to revoke the spurious and illegal slot exemptions already given. Further. to 
insure that the purposes of the 1994 statute are Fdlly met, Congress should direct the DOT 
to reallocate other existing slots held by the existing dominant airlines at O’Hare in a way 
that best meets the goals of competition, service to Midwcsteem communities, and 
ifitenational tmffic expressed in the 1994 statute. 
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Proposed tssuance of a Clean Air j 
Act Permit Program ICAAPP) Permit 1 

to United Airlines ~ O'pjbare Illinois EE'A File 

Maintenance Facilityr, CP'Hare 

International Airport, in Chicago, ) 

Illinois 1 
1 

The following public comments are submitted on  behalf of the Suburban 

B'PIare C s m i s s i o n .  (506)' to the Wriois Eiwironmentai Proteci.isn Agency 

(IEPA), and provide the bases for S o c ' s  opposition to IEPA's proposed issuance 

of a Clean Air Act Permit Program (CAAPP) permit to United Airlines for its 

O'Hare Maintenance facility. On behalf of the communities immediately 

surrounding O'Hare International Airport, the communities most directly 

affected by emissions from operations - permitted and unpermitted -by airlines 

including United Airlines whose operations at OI-lare are under the direction 

and contr~l of the City of Chicago, the Suburban OPIare Commission opposes 

the proposed CAAPF permit for United Airlines for the following reasons: 

' The Suburban O'I-fare Commission is comprised of cornniuriilies surrounding O'Mare 
International Airport titat are directly a k t e d  by the eniissioiis generated by the operations of 
the airlines and the City of Chicago, and includec Addison: Renser.vil!e, Des !'hints, UuPaage 
County, Elk Grove Tmmsliip, Etri&rsl, Harwood I kighb, Itaascri, Lislc, Park kidp, Rosrllc, 
Schiller Park and 'Wood Dale. 



Iswing the ~~ro'p~.~st?'ci CAAPI' perinit would contraverie Section 0 ot the  
Illinois Errvironmental Protection Act (Act), 4i5 ih,Cti 5/9, which prohibits 
caiising or allowing air pollution either alone pr in combination with 
ccntaminan&_om other sources. United Airlines and IEPA have failed to 
include or consider the other sources of air contaminants from operakions 
a t  O'f-lare knternational Airport in the application or in reviewing the 
application for the proposed permit. As such, the application and 
proposed issuance fail to conform to the minimal requirements of the Act. 

O " a r e  International Airport is a single "source" of air contaminants, as 
defined by Section 39.5(1) of the Act, 415 IECS 5/39.5(1). United Airlines 
and the IEPA are pzciposing to issue a permit for only a fraction of the 
source, an rt i tr~  v i m  action for which the IE%A has no authority. 

Tle application fails to list and  identify the hazardous air pollutants 
which are being and will be released into the atmosphere from the facility. 
Based on known information, these releases incfude but are not limited to, 
benzene, toluene, xylene and other toxic hydrocarbon compounds. The 
current CAAPP permit application avoids disclosing the fact that these 
toxic air p o h t a n f s  will be released by hiding them in the category of 
vcrlatile organic material ("VCB.4"). The application makes no attempt to 
list the individual NAPS included in the b r̂oad category labeled "VOM". 
Even where the application mention3 HAI's, i t  fails to specify the 
individual HAPS that will be emitted. This does not provide sufficient 
information for the public or the regulators to determine the emissions of 
HAPS from this facility. 

m The communities surrounding U H a r e  already suffer from unacceptable 
levels of hazardous air pollutants. The IEPA has Failed to address: 1) the 
total emissions of hazardous aie pollutants from O'Hare International 
Airport; 2) the resultant concentrations of these hazardous air pollutants 
in the air breathed by our residents -- especially the children, elderly and 
other sensitive residents; and 3)  the restrictions and abatement measures 
necessary to reduce these concentrations to acceptable levels that arc 
protective of health and property in our communities. 

By Failing to Take Into Account the Combination of Air Contaminant 
Sources at O'Hare, the IEPA Violates Section 9 Qf the Act 

Section O(a) of the Tlllnois Envimrimenta! Protection Act (,%ci), 415 ILC'S 

5/9(a), prohibits "the emission of anv air contiaminant into the erivironrnent in 

any St;tc so as to cause air p!)i!ution in Illinois, either alone or in combination 



with cOJ>t-alnlJ3il~kS fl-0111 othcl' ! j ~ ~ L l ~ ~ ~ ~ s . ' '  (Emphasis addt!d.) 1 tle (:lt:dt- ~ i h ~ ~ t ! l . t ! ~ . ~  

of Section 9 precludes the IEI'A from issuing the proposed permit for linitcd 

Airlines where the emissions, in combination with other air contaminants being 

emitted from OHare ,  cause air pollution. 

"Air pollution" is defined as 

the presence in the atmosphere of one QT more contaminants in sufficient- 
quantities and oh such claaracteristics and duration as to be injurious to 
human., plant, or animal life, to health, QT to property, or to unreasonably 
interfere with the enjoyment of life or proper~y. 

415 ILCS 5 5/3.02. 

As residents living under the cloud of Foxic air contaminants emitted from 

emitted from O'Hare in their massive um&eked quantities have caused, and 

will continue to cause, a serious health threat to our communities. Emissions 

monthly and yearly basis. 'There is no doubt, and can be no argument, that these 

emissions are "air pollution" as  defined by the Act. 

In fact, Q H a r e  is one of the largess; sources of poisonous air pollutants 

such as benzene, xylerie and forrnaIdehyde. Estimates rank O'ffare as one oi the 

top three sources of VQM in the State. Health risk assessments conducted at 

airports a fraction of the size of O'Hare demonstrate unacceptable cilncer risks a t  

orders of magnitude higher than risk levels determined by US. EPA.' 

' Eg.. I'resenlaiion Handout. Cicr!ii Airport Summit Concurrent Session on Air 'i'oxirs, Apri l  13, 
1999, presented by ilill l'iama, [.os hngeies Unified Schml Districk "[T;lc.siiIfs nf {lie 
assessment revealed that cancer risks for the maximum exposed individuals who l ive i:i 
proximity of the [Sanka Mo:uca MLinicipal Airport] were eleven, twenty two and Iwcn:y nine in 



SCK has reptvtediy rcqurwtxl tha t  khc ii+J'A disclose the ide i iu ty  :II!,.I 

quantities of air contaminants being emitted from Q'I-lare. Each time tl-iescb 

requests have been made, IEPA has responded with inad.equate piecemeal data. 

To date, the IEPA has not publicly disclosed, to our krzowledge, the compiete 

catalog of the air contaminants emitted from O"Efare and imposed upon our  

communities daily. 

Moreover, to date, the agencies have effectively refused to determine the 

nature and quantities of these emissions, emissions in quantities so high that they 

leave a residue coating homes and p1ant.s throughout our communities. Neither 

the IEPA nor the 'US EPA has taken adequate steps to even monitor the levels of 

toxic emissions from O"are. Common sense dictates that if the IEPA cannot 

inform the public about the levels of toxic air contaminants currently being 

emitted from O'Ham, it cannot have considered the emissions under the 

proposed CAAPP permit in combination with other air contaminants. 

Until the IEPA does identify and  disclose the nature and quantity of air 

contaminants emitted from all operations taking place at O"are in combination, 

including emissions subject to United Airlines' proposed CAAPP permit, the 

E P A  cannot claim that it has cc~nsidcr;:d the emissions from United Airiines 

combination with other sourceii i i f  CStiare, as required rander the Act. The fEPA 

must meet tkii-iis thrmhold bsrden to comply with Seciion 9in) of t!ie Act. Uritil 

one miliion, respectiveiy." i!S. El',?. has defined the margin of safety as a iifetiriir c a ~ ~ t x  risk of 
no grm'nles flfnrl cute iri one n d i o n .  (Exhibit A, attached hereto.) 



O'Kare Bnternatirmnal Airport is One "SQUPC~" Under the Act 

The owner of the facility lcnowi as O'Hare International Airport is the 

City of Ch.icago, not United Airlines. United Airlines has proposed an erroneous 

description of the relationship between United and the City of Chicago reiative 

to the operation of the maintenance faciiity that is the purported subject of the 

current CAAPP pennit application. United has proposed that: "Since the City of 

Chicago or any state OK federal institution does not control the operations of 

United Airlines, it has been deemed that the stationary sources of air pollution 

operated by the City of Chieago (Department of Aviation) or other airlines are 

not part of the same Part 70 site as the stationary sources of ais pollution 

operated by United Airlines." (Final Draft CAAPP Permit, Sec. 1.4.) This 

characterization conflicts with the facts, the Act and U.S. EPA initiatives aimed at  

addressing continuing pollution problems from sectors such as airports. 

The City of Chicago controls O'i-{are International Airport and oversees 

&e development of the fzcility and its operations. The proposed CAAPP permit 

application is being submitted under 415 JLCS 5/39.5, Illinois' version of the 

Clean Air Act Titte V permit program, a federal mandate that all stales, including 

ILlinois, implement., "Scmrce"' is defined therein as: 

a r y  stationary suv.rce (cr m y  group of stationay sourcej that arc i~;c;~tcd 
OR one or more contiguous or adjacent properties, and are under ctrinmort 



LXUIW~) \  01 the same ptw(.)n o r  p:rsoIi~. uiiilrr c o i a i i l i o i l  COIILUJI~ !it4iuigiiix . .  
to a singk major industriiil grouping. For the purposes c i i  ilefirririg 
source,'' a stationary sourct! or group of stationary sources shall lit! 

cmsidered part of a sing!' industrial grouping i f  all o f  thc pollutant 
enii i ing activities at such wurce  or group of sources on contiguous o r  
adjacent property belonging t o  the same Major Group (Le., all have the 
same two-digit code) as described in the Skandaid Industrial Classification 
Manual. 

,; 

O'I-face International Airport is a single property under the ownership 
, ; .;. . . .  . . .  .. . -. . 

and control of the City of Chicago. Hazardous air pollutants are emitted into the 

ambient air from various activities a t  the airport under the control of the City of 

Chicago. These are activities over which the City of  Chicago has decision- 

making authority, a fact it disingenuously downplays during any process - such 

as the air permitting process at issue here -- whenever it appears the process 

would resuit in the C X y  being held accountable for the full degree of its 

responsibilities for toxic and hazardous air etnissiom from OHare .  Operations 

at O'Hare are emitting activities belonging to the same Major Group, on a single 

or contiguous property owned and operated by the City of Chicago. O'Hare is a 

single "source" of air contaminants, as defined by the Act. 

The IEPA is well aware of the relationship between the City of Chicago 

and the airlines to whom the City leases space at (3"are and the ex.tensive 

degree of cuntrul City of Chicago exercises over the airline lessees. In fact,, the 

City of Chicago currently has pending at the IEPA the City's own C A M P  permi: 

application for operations that enlit hazardous and toxic air contaminants from 

O'Hare. By artificially dividing into fractions the operations at O'i-fare, C h i c a p  

and the airlines, inclr-ding United, are avoiding quantifying, contrrdling and 

h 



reporting to the public the t u l i  exieiit ot t t i x i k '  ;sir vinissions t i -o rn  c,)'ti'lrc. 

inconsistent with the Act and U.S. ITA. policy initiatives. 

I l k  I:, 

Underscoring this point, US .  EPA has adopted a "whole facility" policy 

that specifically seeks fo address the failures of piesemeal environmental 

C O R ~ ~ O ~ S .  The whole facility approach is a comprehensive strategy tc address the 

fu1H range of environmental concerns that exist at a single facil.ity. 'fie US. EPA's 

Notebook I'roject, as it is called, recognizes that discrete releases affect each other 

and must be addressed comprehensiveky. This approach includes air post^.^ 

There is no reason why this common sense approach should not direct IEPA to 

consider all releases at O"are  in combination and treat the whole property as 

&e single source that it is. 

Taken together, it is clear that O'f-Iare is a single source air contarninants 

under the Act and requires a single permit providing comprehensive control of 

toxic air contaminants. No other SQUTW in the State is treated like O'Ware. If the 

other largest emitting facilities of VQM in the Chicago ozone nonattainment area 

were to submit applications for fractions of their overall facilities based on the 

proposition that the units were being individually lea.sed, the IEPA would not 

accept the proposition that the whole facility was no longer a singk "source". 

There is no rational jristificatiun that. the exception should be made in the case of 

O'Hare. 
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O'tXare is an Emission l.(eductions Market System 
Participating Source, and United Airlines' Contributions 

Cannot be Treated as Exempt 

As a single source of air contmi inmt  missions located within the 

Chicago ozone nonattainment area,' O'Mare lriternational Airport is estimated to 

be approximately the third i a r - !  emissions SOilrce for VQM in the State. Yet 

under the proposed CAAPP permit, United Airlines' maintenance operations are 

pixportedly not subject to the Illinois Emission Reductions Market Systems 

(ERh4S) program' on the basis that, when examined kdividuallv, VOM 

emissions do not exceed 10 tons per season ( 9 s ) .  

Based upon the reported actual VOM emissions from only a few of the 

many discreet operations that report emissions io the EPA, @Hare International 

Airport exceeds thc threshold for a participathg source under the ERMS 

program.' As such, B'f-Iare must tie treated as an E M S  source. f i e  IEPA, by 

approving United Airlines characterization of emissions from some of its 

' See, EPA Office of Compliance Sector Notebook Project, Air Transportation Industry. October 
1998. EPA/310-R-97-001. 

' The Chicago nonattainment area for Ozone is comprised of Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, 
McHenry and Will counties, and Aux Sable, Goose Lake and Oswego townships. The Chicago 
nonattianment area is designated a s  "severe" for ozone. 

' The E M S  program is a market-based VOM emissions trading program specific to the Chicagtr 
nonattainrnent area. 4.15 ILCS 5 9.8; 35 II1.Adm. Code, Part 205. While commonly described by 
the IEPA as a flexible, markct-bawd alternative to command and coiitrof regulation, the ERMS 
does not rel.ieve a source of any requirements under the Clean Air Act or the Illinois 
Environmental P r o t e c h  Act. Rather, tlw EP&IS is an additional layer of regulation that major 
sources of' VOM in tlir Chicagc nonaltaiiment area must meet to compIy with the Act. 

"Participntizg source" is defined as "a source operating prior &G May 1, 1999, located in the 
Chicago ozone noilatiianment area, that is required to cbtain a CAAPP permit dnd has a 
baseline emissions of at kasf 10 ims, as spccified i.; Section 205.,32U(a) . I ." 35 Iil.Adm. Code 5 
205.130. 



and the State's rate of progress goals thar were the basis for iniplemeirting L ~ I C .  

ERMS. 

Additionally, as explained earlier in these comments, if IEPA allows 

Q'Ware to fractionalize its operations and label them ~ ~ d ~ v ~ d u a ~ ~ ~  as "sources," 

there is no justifiable basis to prohibit any other large source of VOM in the 

Chicago nonattainment area to escape the ERMS regulatory burden by similarly 

labeling its individual units or stages as  discreet "sources" as well. Such artificial 

mechanisms contrived to avoid the requirements environmental laws undermine 

the intent of such laws and propagate the harms sought to be prevented. The 

IEPA should not support the piecemeal approach to permitting at O H a r e  that 

results in the third largest VOM source escaping the ERMS program altogether. 

In addition to these concerns relative to the proposed issuance of a 

CAAPP permit for United Airlines' maintenance operations at @"are 

International Airport, we have the following concerns with United Airlines' Final 

Draft CAAPP Permit Application: 

0 The application fails to list and identify the hazardous air pcllutants which 
are being and will be released into the atmosphere from the facility. Based on 
known information, these releases include but are not limited to, benzene, 
toluene, xylene and other toxic hydrocarbon compounds. The current 
CAAPP permit application avoids disclosing the fact that these toxic air 
pollutants wi!l be released by hiding them in the category of volatile organic 
material {"VOM"). The application rm'xes no attern@ to list the jndividual 
HAPS included in the broad category labeled "VQM". Even where the 
application mentions HAPS, it fails .to specih the ind.ividuai PIAPa that will 
be emitted. This does not provide sufficient inforanation for the public o r  the 
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i-epil;itors to i i i - t t ~ r i x i i u ~  t1.11: enii.,sioii,, 
consider them in coinhination with all ot1 - l c . i .  optwtions at O’Nare. 

Despite that toxic and hazarcions polluinnts a i x l  will be released f rom the 
units identified in United Airlines’ Ct\.A6’P permit application, the draft 
permit application fails to require igy  moiiitoring for any of these units for 
HAPS or VQM. (%e, e.g., no monitoring requirements for unit 1, (sec. 7.1.8); 
none for unit 2 (sec. 7.2.8); none for unit 3 (scc. 7.3.8); none for unit 4 (sec. 
7.4.8); none far unit 5 (sec. 7.5.Q); none for unit 6 (sec. 7.6.8); none for unit 7 
(sec. 7.7.8). Yet the:: is a section purporting to require semiannual 
monitoring reports to be submitted to the E P A  (sec. 8.6.1).) As drafted, the 
CAAPP permit fails to provide adequate control and protection from the 
listed emissions units or su€ficient information to inform the BEPA and the 
public about the actual levels of emissions from these units. As described 
above, there is already a dearth of data relative to emissions at OHare,  and 
the proposed CAAI’P permit, as drafted, simply propagate ignorance. 

I 1 ,.I,:- l r i 1 1 1 1  tlwstt ~ I L T ~ I ~ ~ ~ I : ,  . I ~ I ~ !  

Thank you for your consideration of our concerns and objections in this 

matter which is of vital importance to the health and welfare of our citizens. 

Respectfully submitted on behalf of 
the Suburban O”a.re  Commission, 

Christopher WyNewcornb 

Karaganis & White Ltd. 
414 hi. Orleans 
Suite 810 
Chicago, IL 60610 
(312) 836-1177 

cc: Congressman 1-lenry j. Hydc 
Senate President JanIl?:; “Pate” Philip 
Speaker Lee A. Daniels 
IEPA Director ‘ h M ; r S  Skinner 







-- Assessment Summary 

In August 1995, the LOS h g e i e s  I!nikA School District (LAUSU) approved ii resolutloii 

requesting the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to demrnine the potentia! health and 
safety impacts of airport operations on the student:; and ;:alf who attend local schools in  
proxhnity of the Santa Monica Municipal Airport. It was LAL'SD's contention thai proposed 
navigationd and related changes planned for the airport would not receive a thorough 
evaluation to assess the potential adverse effects on ow local schools prior to 
implementation. 

In October 199Q &e s&ty comrplree was fomed and included ~pmentatives &om the 
LAUSD, FAA, Smta Mo&a Airp5rr, local pilots, fixed based rs and m e m k a  of 
s e v e d  LGS h g e i e s  homwmers ~ m i a t i 5 m  representing the Fifth, sixth and Eleventh 
Council Districts. The d e 9  comiete ,  ~ Q W  referred to as the Smta MoIuca Airport 
Working Group (AWG), was limited to m eight ~ Q R &  tenure and charged with the task of 
assessing relevant noise, safety and emkmmIl:5d issues aswcktted with e x L s g  an& hture 
airport operations. Recommendations were encouraged by the A i r t  Commission to 

mitigate negative impacts in a UredIstic f3skiicsn." The god of the AWG was to bring these 

reco~mendations tc the Airport Commission for t h i r  consideration and, if deemed 
appropriate, forwarded to the Smta hrfrlnicrn City Council for their deliberation. 

In response to the concerns of  the c o m m ~ k y  and in consideration of the tasks charged to the 
AWG, the LAUSD offered its expertise and rescurces to prepare a heA& risk assessment to 
determine the impact of toxic and associated pollutants generated From the Santa Monica 
Airport. 

The assessment was designed to identify aircr~~fr and ground suppon operations utilized at 

the Santa Monica Airport facility that might reasonably be ;inticipated to emit hazardous air 
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Table 1 
Aircraft Operational Scenadios 



l , ! l l l~ .  1 

Fixed Wing Fieet iMix 

94.8 

1.6 

2 4  

91.4 

2.5 

5.! 

IW.0 

0 

0 Twbnja 

Note: (*) Denotes aiecraft with awilirry p w e r  units (APU’s). All APef‘s assumed a standard Allied-Signal 
GTCP 36 Sedes engine with a nanibrl80 shaft horsepower &rig. 

Table 4 
Rotacraft Fleet. M ~ K  

Si& ( 3 - 3 3  TM-GE-6 1 60.0 

SikMkY CH-I TSWE-5 2 40.0 
Military I I I 



Table 5 
Aircraft Emission Correction Factors 

Table 7 
Aircraft Particulate Fractions 

Note: PMlo hctionai values were derived from the State of California Air Resources 
Board document: Method Used to Dmeio? a Size-Segregafed Particidace 
Murrer lnvenfory (CARB 1988). 



'Table 8 
Comparisim, of Vehicle Classifications 

Tabb 9 
Adjusted On-Rod Mobile Fled Mix 





Table 12 
On-Rod Vehicular Toxic Fraaions 



I'ablc I.< 
Identitication of Fixed Based Sources 

Table 14 
Fixed &med SouTce Emissi.ons 

Bcnzcnc 
Formaldehyde 



3766500 OD 

3166OW.W 

37615M.00 

316Mw.00 

3764500.W 

3764000.00 

x63soo.oa 

36 
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Congressman Henry Hyde Congressman Jesse Jackson. Jr. 

An ~~~~ Latter i o  State a 

Wc arc two Chicago arca Congrcssmcn from diffcrcnt districts, diffcscnt political 
partics, and with diffcrcnt political philosophics. Yct wc sharc a common 
affcction for thc Mctropolitan Chicago Kcgion and thc cconomic wclfarc, public 
health. and quality of life of thc rcsidcnts of ow rcgion. 

For ihcsc rcasons, wc havc formed a partncrship to takc action on thc most 
significant ccononiic and cnvironmcntal issuc racing our rcgion: Mctropolitan 
Chicago's Airport Futurc. 

Chicago has long pridcd itself on being thc transportation ccntcr of thc Nation - 
from thc days of canocs, stcarncrs, and wagon trains to thc risc of thc railroads 
and thc growth of comrncrcial aviation. But for morc than a dccadc, Chicago -- 
and thc cconornic and political lcadcts ofour Statc and Rcgion - havc becn 
frozcn in a sccmingly irrcconciiablc disputc over Mctropolitan Chicago's Airport 
Futurc. 

And whilc wc rcrnain frozcn in gridlock. our rcgion is hcrnorrhaging hundrcds of 
thousands ofjobs and billions ofdoliars in ccononiic b.cricfits that arc bcginnlng 
to go mci will contirriic BO go to othcr statcs and othcr rcgions bccausc of our 
faiiurc to takc: dcfinitivc action. 

E.ci thcrc bc no mistakc. Wc agrcc \ ~ i t h  Chicago Mayor Richard M. Dalcy whcn 
he says that O'tiarc Airport is  ox^ of thc mjor cnpirics thzt drivos our ccanomy. 
And wc both support a continuing vital rolc for both if'Hare and Midway. 

I 



But thc stark facts tcll us and thc rcgion that by d y i n g  solcly on O’Harc and a 
supporting rolc by Midway wc arc coiirting cconomic disaster for thc 
mctropolitan rcgion and thc State and serious cnviroomcntai harm to O’Harc arca 
communitics. Q’Harc is indccd a major cconornic snginc. But wc must crcatc 
additional cconomic cngincs - not to detract from O‘Harc -- but to mcct the 
nccds ofthc rcgion. 

M’o wish to rcsolvc our conccrns ovcr ncw airport dcvclopmcnt and protcction of 
D’Harc communitics in a non-advcrsarial manner. Bui whilc wc continue to wish 
to rcach aprccmcnt amicably, wc and fhosc who sharc our vicw ofthc Rcgion’s 
nccds must rccognizc that we arc iri a knock down drag out f igh~  for thc futurc of 
thc rcgion. Thc opponcnts of ncw ai.rpofl dcvcloprncnt (primarily thc airlincs) 
havc wagcd an cxpcnsivc, vitriolic - and thus far succcssful - campaign of 
disinformation and rcgional divisivcncss. Thcy haw oRcn taken o f f  thc glovcs 
and - whcn it corncs to taking iibcrtics with the truth - often hit bclow thc belt. 

It’s timc for us - arid for thosc who bclicvc in tlrc csonomic futurc of 
Mctropolitan Chicago as thc nation’s prcmicr air transportation ccntcr - to fight 
back. For that rcason. wc havc rcvisitcd thc issucs surrounding air transportation 
in oue rcgion to givc rcgional lcadcrs our pcrspcctivc and rccomtncndations on thc 
nccd for action. 

Furthcr, wc arc offcring a variety of action proposals which wc bclicvc will 
addrcss tbc major points o f  opposition lo rapid fast-track construction of a thiid 
airport and prokction of thc alrcady ovcrburdcncd O*Harc communitics. While 
wc offcr many suggcstions, wc arc opcn IO dialogue and coinpromisc on all itcrns 
-- Savc two: 

1 .  thcrc must bc fast-track construction of thc ncw airport, arid 

2. thcrc must bc a ban on further O’Harc cxpansion - inciuding a 
pcrmancnt ban on ncw runways at Q’Harc. 

Wc ask for thc hclp, coopcration. and lcadcrship of all our collcagucs in thc 
Illinois Congrcssional Dclcgation and our Rcpublican and Dcmocratic collcagucs 
in thc Illinois Gcncral Asscmbly. Furthcr, wc ask For tlac hclp and lcadcrship of 
Govcrnor E d p r  and all thc candidatcs for statcwidc ofis, in thc 1998 clcction. 

Wc look fonvard to working with you i n  our Pa,rtncrship for Mctiopoiitan 
Chicago’s Airp5fi Fuluro. 

--Y- 

Henry J. Nydc .lcssc Jackson. Qr.  
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Eight ycars ago, Congrcssman Hcnry Hydc urgcd thc political lcadcrs 
of our Statc and Rcgion IO takc prompt action to build a ncw rcgional 
airport for Mctropolitan Chicago. Hc warned that political gridlock in 
building ncw airport capacity thrcatcncd Chicago's prcmicr status as 
thc Nation's ccntcr ofair !ransportation - with conscqucnt loss o f  
thousands o f  jobs and billions of dollars in cconomic bcncfits to our 
Statc and our Rcgion. And hc cinphasizcd that thc answer to our 
rcgion's nccds lay not in adding ncw runways to jam morc aircraft 
opcrations in!o an alrsady oLcrstuffcd 0'Harc but by fast-track 
construction ofa  ncw rcgional airport -- an airport that would scwc as 
a vital partncr in a regional airport systcm with O'Harc and Midway. 

Eight ycars latcr. Congrcssnm Hydc and his collcaguc Congrcssrnan 
Jcssc Jzckson Jr.. haw rcvisitcd tho issucs surrounding our rcgional 
air transportation nccds and find that, as thc saying gocs, "thc morc 
things change, thc niorc thcy stay thc samc." 

0 Eight ycars ago, i-iydc warncd ot'thc loss ofthousands ofjobs and 
billions of  dollars in annual cconomic bcncfits if thc Statc and thc 
Rcgion did not rapidly build major new air transportation capacity. 
Eight ycars latcr. Congrcssmcn Hydc and Jackson find that lhrcc 
scparatc studies confirm that tlic Region and thc Starc will indccd 
losc hundrcds of thousands of ncw jobs and billions of dollars in 
ncw annual cconomic bcncfits if major ncw airport capacity is not 
built. 

Eight ycars ago, Hydc warncd that thc issuc of whcthcr and whcrc 
to build a major ncw rcginnal airport -. and the rclatcd controvcrsy 
of'ncw runways at O'ilarc w ~ u i d  bc thc ccntral issucs in the 
1990 statcwidc clsction campaign. Eight ycars lakcr, Hydc arid 
Jackson crnphaslzc that in thc 1998 clcction, Rcpublican and 
Dcrnocsaiic candidatcs alikc can no longcr duck t l x  issuc. tis 
Hydc's and Jackson's analysis dcrnonstratcs. candidarcs tha! 
cndorsc construction o f  iicw runways at O'Harc: 1 incvitabiy doom 
the ncw regional airport; 2 )  inflict thc pain. noisc arid air pollurion 
of  hundrcds of thousands of ncw flights upon zlrcady ovcrburdcncd 
O'biarc cornmunitics; and 3 1 guarantcc tlac c x p o ~  of killindrcds of 
thousands of ncw jobs and billions o f  dollars in cconomic bcncfits 
to othcr states and rcgions. Candidarcs that duck and dodgc thc 
issuc with noncomrnittai gcncraliiics C ~ U S C  cqual harm to our 
rcgional cconomy by encouraging thc very inaction and gridiock 

3 
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that aic causing thc hcmosrhaging of airport rclaacd jobs to othcr 
statcs and ecgions. 

Eight ycars ago, Congrcssrnan Hydc idcntificd many of thc 
parociiiai political and cconomic intcrcsts that had crcatcd thc 
political gridlock prcvciiting construction of a ncw airport. Eight 
ycars later, Congrcssmcn Hydc and Jackson find hat political 
gridlock cvcn iiiorc cnnecnchcd. 

But unlikc sight ycars ago, Congrcssmcn Hydc and Jackson arc no 
longcr contcnt to wait for othcrs: to takc action. In whaf at first S C C ~ S  

likc an unlikcly alliancc. two ofoor Rcgion's most wcll known 
Congrcssmcn .- Wcnry Hydc and Jcssc Jackson. Jr. - havc formed 
"Thc Partnership for Mctropolitan Chicago's Airport Futorc." HyJc. 
a Republican, and Jackson, a Dcrnocrat. find common ground in thcir 
sharcd bclicf that our Statc and our Region must takc aclion now to 
undcrtakc fast-track constrwction o f  thc ncw rcgional airport and to 
protect thc long-suffcring commurzitics around O'Harc. And Hydc and 
Jzckson share furthcr common agrccmcnt that a numbcr of aggrcssivc 
and concrctc stcps must bc takcn now to achievc thcsc objcctivcs -- 
including a pcimancnt bar] on tifw runways at 0'Hat.c. 

Takin;: notc ofrcccnt dcvcloprncl-its in iliinois politics. Hydc and 
Jackson li~ivc issucd a "Cali for Regional Lcadcrship" -. cal!ing out to 
govcmmcntal. business, labor. and citircn lcadcrs from across thc 
Mctiopolitan Rcgr'on to cast a d c  thcir political diffcrcriccs and jo in  in 
a bipartisan program to mcct thrsc objcctivcs. 

e A Bnrli On Furthcr O'Ham Expansium - lnchding A 
Permanent Ban On New Runways At B'Nare. 

Hydc and Jackson cmphasizcd that thc two issues arc inscparablc. 
Onc can't bc for ncw mnways at O'l-larc and bc rcalisticaily 
considcrcd a supportcr of t l ic  ncvi airport. Con\crsely. onc cannot bc a 
supportcr of a ncw a i p r $  whiic sndorsirig construction of new 
rusnvays at Q'Harc. 
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'To achicvc thcsc objcctivcs. Congrcssnicn i-lydc and Jackson put 
forward thc following program cicsncnts: 

Congrcssmcn Hydc and Jackson along with thc mcmbcrs ofthc 
Partncrship --- will ask cach Gubcrnatorial and Scnatc candidatc o f  
cach para?, in rkc 1998 clcction to plcdgc that thcy arc for fast-track 
construction ~ f i i  ncw rcgional airport and support a ban on ncw 
runways at Q'i-larc. 

Taking Chicago Mayer Richard M. Daky up on his offcr o fa  rcgional 
cconomic summit, Congrcssmcn Hydc and Jackson - at thc urging of 
thc mcmbcrs of thc Partncrship -- agrccd to co-sponsor thc summit 
with Mayor Dalcy. Govcmor Edgar, and thc announccd candidatcs for 
Govcmor and Scnatc. At thc summit, thc numbcr onc agcnda item 
will bc fast-track construction ofthc ncw rcgional airport and a 
pcrmancnt ban on runways at O'Harc. 

Gongrcssnacn Hydi: and Jackwn 
guaranteed prokction of Midway and its continuing ccanomic vitality 
as part aFany icgislativc packagc on airport izsucs. 

and thc Partnership - will urgc 

Congressmen Hydr .jnd Jackson 
guarantccs to downstatc cammui3itics that downstatc ro2d funds would 
not bc uscd hi third airparl dcvdopmcnt and infrastmcturc. 

and thc Panncrship -- will urge 

Congrcssmcn Mytic and Jackson - and thc Partncrship - will urgc a 
f a i ~  mcchanism whcicby Chicago and its rcgional suburban ncighbors 
would sharc in thc cconomic benefits and political control Qf thc 
rcgional airport Sy5tCm. inciudcd within that mcchsnism would bc 
provisions to cncourage minority participation in construction and 
opcrations activities throughout thc inctropolitan airport systcm. 
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Noting that both Midway and O’Wzrc wcrc built !argcly with rnassivc 
fcdcrd subsidics, and that tlic current fcdcral subsidy structiirc WBS 

prcrniscd oil thc assuniption that thc funds would be uscd for a ncw 
airport in flilinois, Congrcssmcn Hydc and Jackson -- and thc 
Partnership - will urgc a rcoricntation o f  fcdcral airport constniction 
funding programs to insurc adcyuatc aiipor: dcvclopmcnt. 

Congrcssmcn Hydc and Jackson - and thc Partncrship - will urgc 
guarantccs tha: ncw airport dcvclopmcnt will not usc Unitcd and 
Amcrican airlinc funds to build thc ncw airport. 

Congrcssmcn Hydc and Jackson - and thc Partncrship - will urgc a 
coordinatcd high spccd rail bcnvccn downtown Chicago and bctwccn 
all thrcc rcgional airports. TRc high spccd mil systcm would also bc 
dcsigncd to acsominodatc cargo transfcr thus, giving air cargo-rciatcd 
busincsscs C ~ O P I I I ~ U S  flexibility in using all thrcc rcgional airports. 

Noting that thc campaign of Scar-mongcring wagcd against the ncw 
airport has causcd unwaraanicd conccrn among O‘Halr area 
busincsscs, Congrcssmcn Hydc and Jackson - and thc Partnership .--- 
wiii urgc protcceiun to northwest suburban hushcss communitics to 
icfurirbish inhstwucturc to rcdwc tRc fcar of cost diRcrcntial with thc 
new airport. 

Congrcssmcn Mydc and Jackson - and thc Partncrship - will urgc a 
joint fcdcral/statc air tosics control program dcsigncd to mcasurc toxic 
air pollution from O‘Harc and to rcducc lcvcls of  air toxics in 
surrounding conimunirics to hcafth protcsiivc Icvcls. 
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Noting ihc noisc, air poilurion and safety conccms raiscd by thc 
practice ef Chicago and thc FAA jamming morc and morc flights into 
O'Harc or1 a picccmcal basis, Coirgrcssmcn Mydc and lackson - and 
thc Partncrship - will urgc a halt to FAA approvals of air traffic and 
rclatcd proccdurcs for increasing iicw aircraft opcrations into Q'Harc. 

Eight ycars ago, Congrcssman Hcnry Hydc published a monograph 
cntitlcd "Chicago's Airport Futurc." In i t  hc urgcd Illinois' 
Dcrnocratic and Rcpublican political Icadcrship to sct asidc parochial 
diffcrcnccs and cngagc in "fast-track" construction ora  ncw rcgional 
airport to scwc with O'Harc and Midway as part of a rcgional airport 
systcin --- all dcsigncd to makc thc Mciropolitan Chicago Rcgion thc 
Nation's prc-cmincnt air transportation ccntcr. His words thcn on a 
variety ofrclatcd airport issucs facing our rcgion arc cvcn morc 
rclcvant ROW than thcy wcrc in 1989: 

1 



j .: 

In words sadly cvcn niorc rclcvant today than thcy wcrc cigh! ycai-s 
ago, Congressman Hydc described our rcgional political gridiock: 

Hydc strcsscd !ha1 trying tojam mort aircraft into O'Harc would ~ i i l y  
cxaccrbatc thc aircady intolcsnblc environmental (noisc and toxic air 
poltutiorr) arid safcty concerns crcatcd by the existing lcvcls of traffic: 

x 



In his 1989 monograph, Congrissman Hydc took dircct cxccptiun to 
Chicago's plairs fo build ncw mnways to stuKrnorc traffic into O'Harc 
and opposc car.struction of the RCW rcgionai airport: 

9 
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Hydc also i d c ~ ~ ~ ~ c d  the principal obstructions to thc critical 
dcvcloprncnt of the third airport -- thc city of Chicago and the airiincs 
dominating O'Harc (Unitcd 2nd Anicrican): 

The State qj'!llinoi.s aid  rhe Stare c?f' indiana have begm a 
planning prvcws which t97aj3 get zis a niodest sicppleniental 
airport in 20 y a r s .  Chiccgo and the major airlines ~t 0 'flare 
h w e  vppoxd even 1ki.s nxdest @x-t. The FA.4, though paving 
rip service IO the nc1edji.w a new airport.  ha^ hardy been 
shaking rhe rufierv in nivving jmvard  on a time criiical basis. 

**+ 

i I  



Eight ycars aftcr Congressman Hydc published his monograph, many 
things have changed but much rcmains the samc: 

0's 188 degree spins. In thc eight ycars sincc thc Hydc 
Papcr, Chc City of  Chicago has cngapcd in a scrics of 180 dcgrcc 
spins: 

1 )  In 1990, Chicago rcvcrscd its opposition to a ncw airpor! and : 

Q Acknowlcdgcd that a ncw airport was csscnlial to 
thc Rcgion's cconomic wclfaec; acknowledged a 
~ e w  airport woslld bring hundrcds of thousands OF 
nc& jobs a d  billions amanally in w w  CCOnQiniC 

bcncfiits into thc rcgion; 

Acknowlcdgcd that cvcn a vastly cxpandcd 
O'Siarc couid not handle thc Region's trdtis 
growth nccds; and 

0 Ackncwicdgcd that Ictring traffic grow& bc S C ~ I  10 
othcr rcgions would cost thc rcgion bi!lians in 
Scncfi!s and hundrcds of thousands OF iost jobs. 

Ai1 & e x  acknowlcclgmcnts by Chicago lcad to Chicago's 
propma4 fur a ncw airpofi at Lakc Calumcil. Chicago cvcn 
drafted a Rcgionai Airpon Authority Bili that would ha.vc piscctf 
all thc Rcgion's commcrciai airports under a Rcgionai Authority 
- controllcd by appoin!ecs ofthc Governor and thc Mayor of 



Chicago - which would haw tlic powcr and financial 
whcrcwithal to buiid thc ncw rcgional airport. 

2) Aficr thc dcfcat of Chicago's Lskc Calumet proposa!, Chicago 
again has rcvcrscd its position I XI) dcgrccs and now argucs 
against a ncw rcgional airport and argucs (in tandcm with the 
airlincs dominating Q'Harc) that thc cxccss dcrnand that cannot 
bc handicd ai O'Harc - which rcprcscnts laundrcds of thousands 
ofrtcw jobs and biliisns in ncw rcgionai cconornic bcncfits - 
should bc scnt to Dalias-Ft. Worth and Dcnvcr. costing our 
region and our workers hugc lctsscs in crnploymcnt opportunity. 

3) Aftcr thc dcfcat o f  Chicago's kakc Calumct Proposal, Chicago 
again has rcvcrscd its position 180 dcgrccs and has opposcd 
passagc of thc vcry bill it hc!pcd draft in 1992 - a Rcgional 
Airport Authority Bill. Indccd, Chicapo now opposcs draft 
lcgislation which is word for word thc samc bill that Chicago 
draftcd in 1992. TIic only chaogc in Chicago's carlicr Lakc 
Calumct bill cxtcnding scvcral thousand words: thc namc of the. 
ncw rcgional airport has bccn changcd from "Lakc Calumct 
Airport" to "South Suburban Airport." 

e Snail's Pace of Prtrgsess by the State of l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ s ,  Eight ycars latcr, 
dcspitc years ofpapcr shuffling, thc Statc or Illinois has not movcd 
aggicssivclg, cnouph on building a new airport. In 1989, lllinois had 
papcr studics covcring scvcral fcct ofshclf spacc. In 1997, lllinois 
has scvcral morc shclf fcct ofpapcr studics and yct has still faiicd to 
turn a sin& spadc o f  dirt for a new airport. 

5 A Massive Airline Campaign Qf 
Divisiveness. Eight ycars laicr, hugc amounts of airlinc rnoncy 
have bccri used ?c mount a propaganda campaign against a ncw 
airporf and in favor of iicw ruwrvays aa O'Marc. This campaign has 
bcon inarkcd by blatant appcals io rcgionai divisivcncss - hoping 
to pit nhc ccrononiic hopcs and fcars of cnc m a  of our rcgiun against 
Ihc othcr. Unitcd hirlincs and Arncrican Airlines h a w  cnnvinccd 
many iclcal busincss intcrcsts that: 

1 sending out of our Rcgion billions ofdsllar,s of annual ccononiic 
bcncfits and hundrcds olthousnnds of jobs to Callas-R. Worth 
and Dcnvcr is good for oiir Rcgioi~'~ C C W ~ ~ Q ~ Y ;  and 

2)  maintaining high monopoly-baiscd busincss farcs at O'Harc is 
good for Chicago busincss travc!crs. 

i s  



Forfress O’Nsase ~~~~3~~~~ asid hark o ~ ~ o ~ p ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ o ~  Still 
lmgroscd Huge Fare Penaity wa Regisn’s Business Travelers. 
Eight ycars iatcr, O’Harc timc-scnsitivc busincss travclcrs still pay 
an cnomous pacmium bccausc ofthc lack ofcornpctition to scrvicc 
ncxt-day busincss travclcrs. By using thcir ncar monopoly position 
at "Fortress Q’Hsrc,” United and Amcrican extract a h u g  
monopdy farc pcnalty from Chicago a m  busincss travclcrs - 
making Chicago lcss compctitivc and mow costly as a placc to do 
business. 

Increasing Noise and Toxic Air ~ o ~ ~ M ~ i ~ ~  Pn icted orp O’Hare 
Communities. Eight ycars later, O’Harc arca communitics sufkr 
cvcn riioic frcqucncy o f  noisc and toxic air pollution. as Chicago - 
along with United and Amcricao - basjarnmcd morc and morc 
aircrafi into an alrcady buedcncd O’Harc. 

e Increasing Safety isk and ~ e c ~ e ~ s ~ ~ g  aargiras of Safety at 
O’Ware. Eight ycars latcr, thisago, thc FAA and Ihc airlincs 
continuc to incrcmcntally S~KSS our margins of safcty at Q’Marc by 
bringing cvcr grcatcr nurnbcm of opcrations into O’Harc -- 
squeezing out incrcmcnts ofcapacity by bringing in thc planes 
closcr and closcr togcthcr. 

e Huge LOSS of Jobs and Economic 5enefits to Region. Eight ycars 
Iatcr, Chicago and thc airlincs at O’Harc still arguc against a third 
airport - urging thc Rcgion to cxport hundrcds of thousands ofjobs 
to othcr rcgiorrs ofthc country, with thc concomitant loss ofbillioris 
in cconamic bcncfits and rhc loss of hundrcds of thousands ofjobs 
in the Metropolitan Chicago Rcgioix Sadly, by dofauit, Chicago 
and tkc airlincs arc wirinirag this argurncnr and w c  arc alicady !wing 
jobs and ccoriomic bonefits to othca. rcgions duc io our r d w c  to 
build ihc ncw rcgional airpoe. 

* Ersas~mia: Cornsensus Thai Rcgim Mcrst Build New Carpacit?. 
Eight ycars later, wc havs sc‘c‘n a CQF~SCSSUS dcvrlop - wi!h a: kaa! 
thrcc ccorsumic stkidics concluding that thc Kcgiort will  lose biliions 
in annual cconurnic bcncfits and wili lust 300.000 to 500,000 ncw 
j0bs ifmajcr ncw airpoxt capacity is not built soon. 

e Small lllinuis rand Midwest Communities Squeezed Out of 
Regional Air Transportation Market. Eight yca:s latcr. wc scc 



smallcr illinois cornminitics and cominiinitics froin othcr iicarby 
states such as Wisconsin and Michigan squcczcd out of thc Chicago 
rcgional air transportation msrkct bccausc of thc Fortress 0' Harc 
moa.;opoly . 

In thc past cight yc:ars, opponents of new airport construction h a w  
wagcd a massivc campaign of disinfomation and division. Bccausc 
the issucs of 8 ncw airport and thc rclatcd issuc of ncw runways at 
O'Harc arc so impoitant to our Statc and our rcgion. wc bclicvc that it 
is important to rcvisit and rc-cxzminc some o f  thc major issucs and thc 
claims that haic bccn rnadc coriccrning thcsc issucs. Wc bclicvc that 
an objcctivc rcadcr cannot ignorc thc cconomic and cnvironmcntal 
facts dcvclopcd by this analysis. Wc furthcr bclicvc that such an 
objcctivc rcadcr can only concludc - bascd on thcsc facts - that: 

e Thc only way that this Statc and Rcgion can avoid thc loss of 
hundrcds of thousands of ncw jobs and billions of dollars in ncw 
economic bcnciits IO othcr statcs and othcr rcgions is to rapidly 
build a south suburban rcgional airport. 

B New runways at O'Harc arc not thc answcr and indccd arc at thc 
core of thc rcgion's problcm. Such runways will not providc 
sufficicnt capacity to mcct thc rcgion's air transportation nccds and 
will ncccssarily drive vast nurnbcrs of ncw jobs and billions i n  
bcncfits out o f  the rcgion. Morcovcr, such runways will bring cvcn 
morc intolcrdblc lcvcls o f  noisc and toxic air pollution to O'Harc 
comrnuniiics, which - unlike an cnvironmcntally buffcrcd ncw 
airport .- will bc imrncdiatcly impactcd by thc hundrcds of 
thousands ofncw additional flights that new runways will bring. 
Finally, Dy &laying a ncw airport for many ycsrs, if no1 dccadcs. 
ncw runway c:q~ansion ai O'Harc virtually assurcs that ncithcr the 
land, the h-rarrcing, tior thc will IC build a ncw airport will cvcr bc 
availabic. 

IS 
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7'hcrc arc at Icast rhrcc studies - by zlrrcc divcrgcnt intcrcsts - - that 
all rcach thc samc conclusion: Ifehis rcgion arid Slate do not build 
major IICW commcreial airport capacity soon. wc will losc hundreds of 
thousands ofjobs and billions ud'ddlars annually in ncw cconornic 
bcncfits that will thcn go to otlicr statcs and rcgioris that hnvc thc 
nccdcd airport capacity. 

What makcs this consensus intcrcsting is that cach of tlrc thrcc groups 
havc signihcantiy diffcrcnt approachcs to addressing thc issuc. But 
cach group agrccs that our failurc to bui!d this ncw capacity will iaavc 
catastrophic economic cffccts on our regional cconomy and on 
mctropolitan Chicago's historic position as thc Nation's leading 
transportation ccntcr. 

I h 

The State of liiinois Study. The Statc of Illinois has studied thc 
issuc ofa ncw airport for a number of ycars. Thcrc is no sccrci 
about thc Statc's position, Thc Statc advocatcs construction of a 
ncw regional airport. And thc Statc studies prcdict that our Failurc 
to build a ncw sivort  wi'rl rcsuk in a loss of 5QO.QOO jobs to our 
rcgion and scvcral billion doiiars in annual cconomic bcncfits.' 

The Northemern lilineis ~~~~~~~~~~ Commissi~~ (NIPC) Study. 
As a planning agciicy dcpcfidlng for its vcry survival on funding 
from thc State and Chisago, NlPC has bccn infccicd by ~ h c  \/cry 
dccisionai gridiock pervading thc rcst of our regional politics. The 
Starc wants thc ncw airport; Chkago opposcs it. NlPC rcfuscs to 
makc a rccommcndation. Yct cvcn NlPC agrccs that failurc IO 
build major ncw airport capacity in our rcgion will cost us 380,000 
jobs.' 'Though rccognizing thc catastrophic loss of thcsc jobs 
NlPC rcfuscs to takc a stand on whcrc thc ncw capacity shouid bc 
built - Le., at a new regional airport or at an cxpandcd 0' Warc. 
(Note: As discussrd bciow. cvcn tfrc most aggrcssivc advocarcs 
for an cxpandcd O'Harr: acknawlcdg; that cvcn with massivt. 
cxparrsion, O'Harc cannot possilriy handic thc growth our Rcgion 
nccds to accar-ramodatc.) 

The Civic Ct~mirrittr~ mP fsle Commercial Club Study. Tlac 
Civic Committcc of tkc Commcrcial CLub has long bccn ran 



advocatc of additional runways at O'Harc t ~ t  nccommodatc traffic 
growth at O'Harc. Yct this group -4kc thc Statc of lllinois and 
NlPC - has rccciik!y publishcd a study that prcdicts that failurc to 
build major ncw airport capcity in our rcgion will cost us bc:wccn 
330,000 and 500.000 jobs and scvcral billion dollars in acw annual 
cconomic Smctits 10 OUT rcgion..' (Note: Again, thc Civic 
Committcc, !ikc NIBG, fails 10 specify what physical facilitics 
would bc ~cedcd lo handlc thc projcc!cd traffic gmWlh a$ O'Harc.) 

2. The B~&ttom Line: More Flights = More Jobs for the Region. 

'Thc bottom liiic o n  ihc issuc of airpot? dcvclopmcnt in thc rcglon is 
wry simpic. For dccacics thcrc has hccn common agrccmcnt among 
Chicago. shc Sratc of iliinois. and most business cxpcrts that: 

It is inlportani to cmphasizc that Chicago and thc airliincs havc 
historically bccn quick to point out that thc numbcr of flight opcrations 
arc intimatcly ticd to thc numbcr ofjobs and thc amount ofcconornic 
bcncfits wc in thc rcgion rcccivc from OUT air transportation facilitics. 

According io Chicngo and t f . ~  airlines: 

Onc year of cmploy~mcnt is mated for cvcry: 

e 4 airport arrivals or dcparturcs 

e 48 intcmatiorial CT I 1 I domcstic passcngcrs boarding a 
flight 

e 32 visitors gctting oiT a i'light in Chicago 

a 67 toiis of Cargo shippcd from Chicago's airports 

5 YO3.000 ofpcrsonal incoIa:c is cucatcd fer cvcry: 

17 



I. 86 visitors getting offa flight in Chicago 

c I52 tons of Cargo shippcd from Chicago's airports' 

Using thcsc or siniiiar projections, Chicago and thc airlincs claim - 
and wc acccpi for purposcs ofannlysis 
hundrcds of thousands of corrcnt jobs in thc Mctropolitan Rcgion and 
in cxccss of 10 billion dollars annually in cconomic bcncfits for thc 
rcgion. Using similar projccfions, in 1990 and 1992 Chicago said that 
--- absvc and bcyund O'f-iarc's cconomic contribution - a ncw third 
airport at i a k c  Calumet would producc in cxccss of I0 billion dollars 
in ncw cconomic bcncfits for ttrc Rcgion and husidrcds of thousands of 
ncw jobs. 

that O'Marc gencrraics 

Thc bottom linc is that if wc can attract air transpoi? traffic lo our 
Rcgion -. and accomrnodetc it in an cnvironrncntally satisfactory way 
- wi: can rcnp hundrcds of thousands of rtcw jobs and billions in ncw 
economic bcncfits Cor our rcgiiln. 

Chicago and &hc airlines havc rcpcatcdly acbnowicdgcd thcsc facts and 
cvcn boasted about the contribuiion of airlinc travcl to our rcgional 
cconomy. Yct whcn i t  corncs timc to dclivcr on thc hundrcds of 
thowands of ncw jobs and billions in cconomic dcvclopmcnt that 
construction of a ncw airport would bring, Chicago and thc airlincs say 
ship the jobs arid thc biilions in bcncfits to regions outside of Illinois. 

Whcn spcsking of airport dcvclopmcnt and capacity nccd, airport 
planncrs spcak in tcms of "cnplancmcnts" - PCOPIC gctting on 
planes. Using figures agrccd to by thc State of Illinois, NIPC, and thc 
City of Chicago, it is obvious that wc h a w  to build ncw capacity in 
our Rcgion to handlc at lcast 40 million ncw cnplancmcnts and 
approxirnatcly I .  100.000 ncw opcrations--- cithcr at O'Harc or at a 
ncw airport - if wc wish lo mcct thc dcnxmd for air transportation in 
our rcgion. 

18 
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Dcmand that can bc handlcd by Milwaukcc 
u 
I Mitchcll and an  cxpandcd Midway 

Thc ari:limctic is simplc. Thc Statc oflllinois says - and hcsc 
projcrtioris haw bccii agrccd 10 by NlPC and Chicago - that our 
rcgional dcinand wiil grow over thc ncxt 20 ycars to 90 million 
cnpiancmcnts from a 1993 iotal of’34.8 million cnplancnicnts. Thc 
Statc and N!PC assumc that sornc ofthat 90 million cnpiancmcnt can 
bc handlcd hy Milwaukcc’s Mitcbcll Ficid and sitmifrcant growth at 
Midway - icaving 73 million cnpiancrncnts to bc handicd a! O‘Harc, 
or O’Harc in combination with a iacw airport. 

I 17 rnillion 
cnplancnicnts 

O’Harc at  its cuI*cn; I c w l  of opcrations handlcs approximarcby 33  
million cnplancmcnts dt 900.000 operations. Sirnplc aritlimctic says 
that Q’I-iarc must accomniodatc 40 million ncw cnplancmcntts - 
abovc and bcyond thc 33 miilion cnplancrncnts O’Harc currcntly 
handlcs (Le., 73 million minus 33 million = 40 million) i f  it i s  to mcct 
rcgional demand. 

Hcrc arc thc agrccd dcinand numbcrs for thc rcgion for thc ycar 2020: 

Total 2020 rcgional dcinand I 90 million 
cnplancmcnts 

i i  

9 
h 2020 demand that niust hc handlcd by 

cithcr Q’Harc alone or O’Harc plus B ncw 1 7 3  mil,ion 
1 1 cnplancrncnts 
! 

1 32-33 million 1 
1 cnplancmcnts 1 Cumcnt cnplancrncnr load ( 19%) at B’Harc 

i I 1 Shortfa.il in ncw cnplnncmcnts chat must 
bc accornmodatcd abovc O’Hare’s currcnt 1 40 milliori 21% 
load at cirhcr O’Hitarc or 0‘Harc plus a new 1 cnplancmcnts 

_I I----..--- 
IA’S assurnc for thc rnorncnt that wc do not build a ncw regional 
airport. How do wc hzridlc the 40 million ncw cnpiancmcnts at 
Q’Harc - abovc and bcyond thc 32-33  million currcntly Randicd at 
Q’Harc? B’Harc cuncntly handlcs its cxisting load of 32-33 million 
cnplancrncnts with approximately 900,000 opcrations (909,000 in 
1996). Thc ratio of  cnplancmcnts to opcrations has rcmaincd virtually 
constant f ~ r  the iast scvcrat ycars -- with thc avcrage cnpiancmcnrs 
pcr opcration ranging hctwccn 34 and 35 cnplancmcnts ~ C F  opcration. 
At 35 cnplancmcnts per q~ccration, thc nlnmbcr of  opcrations ncccssary 



to carry rhc 40 tiilllion ncw ctiplaacmcnls i s  1,142,857 ncw opcralions 
--- abovc and bcyclnci tiic SSOO.OOO operations currcntiy at 0'Hat-c.' 

Tlic typical aidinc and Chicago scspcjnsc to calculations iikc thcsc is 
that tiicy ovcrstatc thc nunibcr of nccdcli opcrations bccausc the piancs 
will bc largcr and thc nuinbcr of  cnpianing passcngcrs per planc will 
bc grcatcr. Ncithcr thc airlincs nor Chicago nor thc FAA providc any 
date to support thcsc claims; and thc actual data coiicctcd at Q'Harc 
ovcr thc last scvoral ycars shows the avcragc sizc of aircraft actually 
dccrcasing -- nut inc.rcasing. Yct cvcn i f  one acccpts, for the sakc of 
discussion, FAA's projcctiow of grcalcr numbers o f  cnplancmcnts pcr 
aircraft, thc nurnbcr ofncw flight opcrations that wili bc rcquircd to 
c a y  thc 40 million ncw cnplsncmcnts will toral ovcr 950.000 ncw 
flights.' 

What this m a n s  is that unlcss we build a ncw airport soon, O'tlarc 
will bc askcd to accomrnodatc an additional 950,000 to I ,  i 00,000 
flights abovc and bcyond the alrcady mow than 000,OOU flights 
currcnriy opcraiirag each year at 0"Harc. Altcmativcly, if O'W3rc 
cannot handlc thcsc ncw flights and thc flights arc divcrtcd 15 othcr 
rcgions, our Rcgion will losc hundrcds of thousands ofjobs and 
billions in ncw ccoiiornic bcncfits. 

I I I current ()"arc j 33 miliion I 900,000 flight 
1 cnpiancrncnts 1 opcrations 

? . _- r- 
load 

-I-- 
I Futurc addiiional j 40 mil!ion ' 950.000 to i ,iOO.OOO : I dcmand 1 cnplancnxnts i ncw opcmtions 
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Thc qucstiori immdiatcly arises: Can or should O’Harc accommodatc 
73 million aiplancmcnts ( 3 3  pius 40)? Thc answer is clcarly no - on 
both counts. Docs anyonc rcaiiy cxpcct O’Harc arca rcsidcnts to sit 
still for ovcr a millicn ncw flights abovc and bcycmd thc 900,000 
alrcady ovcr thcir hcads and homes? Docs anyone: rcalistically bclicvc 
that cvcn with two ncw rtmways, O’Hzrc can accommodatc thc 
million ncw opcrations -- abovc and bcyond thc 900,000 currcnt 
opcrations? 

It is patcntly ohvicus that O‘fiarc cannot accornmodatc ovcr 1,000,000 
ncw opcrations -. ahovc and bcyond fhc 900,000 it  alrcady carrics. 

Thc ncw noisc monitoring systcin installed by ihc Suburban O‘Harc 
Commission. as wcil as Chicago‘s own noisc mmitoring sysicm, show 
that thc cxistirtg icvcls of harmful aircrafl noisc cxtcnd far bcyond thc 
noisc lcvcls and geographic cxtcnt prcviously acknowlcdgcd by 
Chicago. 

Bcyond the nokc. considcr the toxic air pollution cscatcd by O’Harc. 
Currently, the 900.000 operations creak lcvcls of toxic air pollution -- 
including such harmful chctnicals as Bcnzcnc and Formaldckydc - 
that would not be ailowcd from a fcdcrally liccnscd toxic wastc dump. 
T’hc State of illinois ranks O’Harc as among thc top fivc largcst toxic 
pollutant crnitters irr thc Statc: yct officials look bkc othcr way whcn 
askcd to cositrok atid rcducc O’Harc’s toxic air pollution. haginc thc 
additionai iinpacr C : ~ E W ~ ~ X F  rniiiion flights on thc toxic air polliltion 
Icvcls around O’Harc. 

Finally, thcrc is the <llicstiotl oTsafcty. Safi.ty st O’Harc is a h a d y  
ovcrtaxcd at 900,1)150 opcraiions. Thc FAA a:id Chicago arc abls 10 
jam morc ?raFfic in olzly by using a host ofqucstionablc tcchniqucs to 
squcczc p l a ~ ~ s  closcr iogclhcr and incvitabiy stress thc cxisting 
margins orsafcty. To try to pur scvcral hundrcd thousand ~ O F C  nights 
into that space is o!ayiny Kilssiarl Koulcltc with thc safciy of tlit flying 
public and ihc wtdcnts W I ~ O  live undcr O‘Harc’s flighi paths. 



Buc Chlcsga and thc airlines hacc a fdbback position - dcsigncd to 
dcfcat thc ncw rczgional airport we dcspcratcly nccd a i d  kccp thc high 
Carc/monopaly lock Ilnitcd and Amcrican havc on timc-scnsitivc 
Chicago area busincss travcicrs. They say Ict CP’Harc grow to 
50,000,000 cnplmmcnts - an almost 40% incrcasc from currcni 
lcvcls - with an incrcasc in flights ofbctwccn 300,000 to 500,000 
opcrations. 

Evert this 300,000 to 500,090 level of flight opcrations incrcasc will 
wrcak cnvironrncntai havoc on ncighboring O’Harc corrimunitics in 
addcd noisc and air poilution. l f thc  cumcnt icvcls af‘noisc and toxic 
air pollution in cornmunitics around O’Harc are unacccptablc, how can 
anyone justify adding 300.000 to 500,000 ncw flights at O’Harc? 

Mercovcs, Chicago and Its O’Hars airlinc altics havc a plan to addrcss 
the 23 million cnplancmcnts Chicsgo‘s plan cannot handlc - i .r . .  the. 
73 million cnplancncnts O‘Harc nccds to handlc minus thc 50 million 
cnplancmcnls Chicago and !he FAA say O’Harc wiil handlc with ncw 
nmways and associated cxpansion clcincnts. 

What’s Chicago and thc airlincs’ plan? Scrid thc 23 million 
cnplancmcnts that thc cxpandcd 0’ Harc cannot handlc - and thc 
hundrcds o f  thousands oi‘jobs and billions of dollars in associatcd 
cconnomic bcncfits from that traffic - to othcr compcting rcgions. 
namcly Dcnvcr whcrc Unitcd has a hub and Dallas-Ft. Worth whcrc 
Amcrican is hcadquancrcd. Chicago and thc airlincs havc cxprcssly 
stated thcir goai of shipping air traffic and the associatcdjabs and 
cconornic bcncfits out of our rcgion into olhcr sta1cs: 

*** 



Rcsult for our rcgion? A lass ofhundrcds ofthousands ofjobs and 
billions in cc~nomi:: bcncfits for t ~ c  region? 

Esscntiaily, Chicago and thc airfincs arc ofkcring a L.OSE/LOSE 
proposal to thc rcgion: 

1. Thc Sratc and Rcgion iosc thc hundrcds of thousands of jobs and 
lhc billions in cconomik bcncfits wkcn thc 23 ncw million 
criplancrncnts cvcn a vastly cxpandcd O'Narc cannot handlc arc 
accomrndatcd by airport capacity in othcr statcs and otlicr 
regions. 

Thc O'Harc ncighbr comrnunitics lose whcn thc 
ChicagolAirlinc program to stun 3iH),0@@ to 500.000 ncw Rigfr~s 
into O'Wase products major ixxascs in noisc frequency. ais 
pohtion, and incrcascd safcry concerns. 

2. 

7 While our regitrn li*ses by shifiing thehe fligtits h u h  at Drover ~ i n d  D a ! i a ~  1jni:e.J and American conlinue 
ti; henefit from the revenues prduced by thc Ilighis. Their posii.loin - h a g  with their desire to nmiiitilin il 

vinual monopoly on time-sensitive high-yield husiriess trilvel in our regiun - makes perfectly rationd 
economic sense for these airlines. See our discussion of the Fortress O'Hare monopoly &. Unhrnunately. 
what is good for United and American is destructive to our region's ecoiitrrny. What is gwd fur us is keeping 
these flights. and the jobs associated with these Rights here in our region. 



To undcrstand how thc airlines and Chicago can, with a straight facc. 
ship hundreds of thousands ofjobs and billions in cconunaic bcnclits 
out ofthc region, thc m d c r  mus apprcciaic thc naturc of the 
"transfcr" traffic markct and the historic roic thc Chicago arca has 
piaycd in serving as thc air transportation crossroads of thc Nation. 

Most Chicago arca ci?izcns and many in Ihc mcdia think that our past 
and fcturc cconomic goal should bc to providc good air scrvicc to 
travclcrs to and from Chicago. @ut in rcality, icss than half dour air 
passcngcr traffic consists o f  pcrsons travciing to and from thc Chicago 
arca. 

Thcsc '"cPiigin-dcstinarion" passcngcrs inciudc all our mctropolitan 
busincss and rccicationsl travclcrs, as wcll as a l l  thosc pcoplc from 
othcr arcas who wish to visit thc Chicago arca for busirrcss. pcrsotial 
mattcrs or rccssaxion. Thcy iriciudc ail thr pzoplc wc work hard to 
attract, including all our convcntion and busincss visitors. 

If rnccting the air travcl nccds d o u r  Chicago arca "origin-dcstination" 
passcngcrs wcrc all wc wcrc coricemrd about, our discussion could 
crid now. O'Harc has more than cnough capacity to accommodatc our  
"origin-destination" traffic for many ycars to coinc. Indccd. wcrc 
"origin-dcstination" t d f i c  riccds our only conccm, wc could 
dramatically rcducc thc numbcr of flight operations at O'Harc - 
dramatically rcducc thc noisc injury to rcsidcnts living around O'Harc 
- and casily mcct thc rcquircmcnts of "origin-dcstination" traffic for 
a long timc. 

Brit mccting thc nccds o f  our "urigin-dcstinalion" traffic is only pnrt of 
tbc story. Chicago aid 0 t h  inajor aisport centcrs -- such as Dcn-ivcr 
aad Atlearta - iiavc coinpcrcd zggcssivcly fer thc so-callcd '*trmsfsT" 
markc:. Morc than o i~c- tdf  ~ f '  thc air tsavckrs passing thro~igh 
O'Harc n ~ v w  SCI roar ou!sidc thc terminal. arid ncvcs spcnd a d i m  in 

so-callcd *'tninsfcr" passcngcrs, traveling (for c:mnipli: j from !.cs 
Moirics to Clewland ..Yi!h a transfer at Chicap.  

This so-ca!lcd "transfix"' traffic is wcry iinportant 18 our rcgioml 
sconornic wclfarc. For ~lic airlinc prsonnri and the air travcl scnicc 
industries bascd in mctropolitan Chicago, that transfcr traffic m a n s  
thousands ofjobs and biliiuns of do!lars of associatcd spending in our 
scgion. Equally important. thc flexibility in travcl schcdulcs crcatcd 
by scning the t ranskr  traffic niarkct allows our rcgion to pro\.idc an 
cxtrcnicly attraciivc bast tiir busiircscs IO establish corporate 

I' ,.hicago arc8 h o ~ c k ,  ic%tat,lrnnfs. or micctirig faitcifitics. 'R~csc 3r-c 
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hcadquartcrs and marketing ccntcrs. Thc ~ a m c  ~lcxiblc {light 
schcdulcs that scrvicc thc t r a d c r  niarkct allow thc Chicago-bascd 
busincss travclcr a widc rangc of options in using Chicago as a basc of 
operations. 

Tirc compctition for thc transfcr traffic markct is intcnsc. Ifwc in 
mctropoiitan Chicago want to rctain -- and indccd cxpand - our 
markct sharc, wc will havc IO aggressively idcntify and implcmcnt 
thosc actions nsccssary to attract transfcr traffic. 

Aftcr acknowlcdging in thc knkc Ga!umct Airport proposai thc 
Importance ofthc transfcr traffic inaakct bo thc ceonomic health of our 
rcgion and our historic and futlirc rolc as thc Nation’s transportation 
crossroads, Chicago has donc anothcr cconomic flip-flop. Chicago 
an3 llnitcd and Anicrican airlines now say that thc transfcr traffic is of 
no economic valuc to our rcgion. By shipping this traffic to Unitcd’s 
hub at Dcnvcr and Amcrican’s hub at Dallas, Chicago and thcsc 
airlincs claim that wc have more than enough capacity at O’Harc to 
nicct the growth in our origin-dcstination traffic. 

lfwc wcrc to acccpt such sophistry and agrcc that transfcr traffic is of 
no vaiuc to our rcgion. thc dcbatc wolild bc ovcr. Wc could cut thc air 
traffic at O’Harc by morc than 50%. Our O’Narc communitics would 
gct much lcss noisc and air pollution and thcrc would bc no loss IO thc 
rcgion’s cconorny. Furtlacr ihcrc would bc no nccd to dcbatc cirhcr thc 
construction of thc ncw airport or cxpansion of O’Harc -- sincc an 
O’Harc with Less than halfof its cumnt traffic would havc morc than 
cnough capacity to accommodatc all cxpcctcd origin-dcstination 
growth with its cxisting facilitics, with no ncw runways and no olhcr 
cxpansion. 

But wither wc nor Chicago or Unitcd and Amcrican rcally bclicvc this 
argumcnt. lmaginc Chicago’s and thc aislincs’ rcaction if wc 
suggcstcd cutting existing transfcr traffic out of O’l-%arc. Chicago and 
thc airlincs would rightfully claim - as thcy havc to thc Illinois 
Lcgislaturc -- that this wansfcr traffic is criticaliy important to our 
rcgional cconoiny and brings hundrcds of thousands of jobs arid 
billions. in benefits to our rcgion, 

And thc sarnc logic and common scnsc that would call for rc,ieciiori uf 
any proposal io cut thc trar.s!’=r traffic out ufO’Harc also calls !or 
rcjcction of Chicago’s arid tha nirlincs’ proposal to ship this Friturc 
trarisfcr traffic -- and thc jobs and economic bcncfits that coinc wilh it 
- to othcr statcs and othcr rcgions. 



Wc find that thc ChicagolAirlinc solution is unacccptablc for scvcral 
rcasnns. First, it i s  unacccptablc bccausc it scnds hundrcds of 
thousands ofjobs and billions of dollars in cconomic bcncfits out of 
our rcgion and our statc. Evcn with a vastly cxpandcd traffic lcvcl at 
O'Harc, Chicago and thc airlincs acknowlcdgc that 23 million 
cnplancmcnts and scvcral hundrcd thousand opcrations - along with 
thc hundrcds o f  thousands ofjobs and billions in cconomic bcncfits 
thcy rcprcscnt - would bc scnt out of our Statc and our rcgion to 
othcr states. 

Sccond, thc Chicago/Airlinc approach is cnvironmcntally unacccptablc 
bccausc of thc trcnacndous burdens it placcs on O'Harc arca 
comrnunitics. Thc additional noisc and toxic air pollution rcprcscntcd 
by 300,000 to 500.000 additional flights squcczcd into O'Harc - in 
addition to ihc 900.000 opcrations currently thcrc - is simply 
unacccptablc. 

Wc, howcvcr, proposc a WIN/WIN solution for thc Statc and thc 
Rogion. wc proposc a vital O'Harc at its ciirrcnt lcvck of opcralioiis 
ioincd by a ncw rcginnal airport to handlc thc ncw traffic growth in ail 

cnvironmcntally acccptablc manncr. With this systcm in placc, 
O'Harc communitics arc sparcd thc furthcr insult of n rnassivc incrcasc 
in air traffic whilc the rcgion is assurcd of thc full cconomic bcncfits 
of all thc traffic growth staying in our rcgion. Thc rcgion gcts all thc 
hundrcds of thousands of ncw jobs and all thc ncw cconomic bcncfits. 
Thc O'Warc communitics gct a modicum of protcction. 

Thc pairing ofQ'Harc and Midway with a new south suburban airport 
-- and rtrc prcvcwation of hcndrcds of thousands of ncw jobs for cur  
rcgion - has 0 t h  bcncficial cffixts as wclt. Chlcago proudly clairlis 
that thc cconomic and job bcncfits afO'Harc arc spread across a 
multi-county nictrrjpoiitan rcgion. But cvc:: Chicago and m o ~  
indcpcndrnt obscnlcrs wonld agrcc that thc coonoriiic bcncfits of 
O'Hanc arc C Q n C C n t l a t C d  moic strongly in nuizhwcst Chicago and tlrc 
nortkavcst suburbs surroinnding O'kiarc than tRcy arc in south Chicago 
and thc subutis of south C.wk County? snd in Will and Kankakcc 
li'QUntiCS. 

Whatcvcr thc bcncfits of O't-larc, thcy arc harder to SCIC in Robbins. 
Calumct City. and Ford Heights i h  thcy arc in Arlington I-lcights and 
Schaumburg. A Fair chscrrcr worild agrcc 11x31 a scnsc o f  cconoinlc 
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faimcss and cguity - as wcll as a dcsirc to more uniformly baiancc 
rcgiona! dcvcloprncnt - wouid suggcst that thc iicw air traffic wou!d 
bcst bc scrvcd by a ncw rcgional south suburban airport, rathcr than 
jamrncd into an aircady ovcrburdcncd O’Harc. 

Thcrc has bccn much discussion of latc rcgarding conccms ovcr rcal 
and pcrccivcd cconomic disparities bctwccn various arcas within our 
six county rnctropoiitan rcgion.’ Rut whatcvcr thc outcornc o f  such 
discussions - and many of us may havc rcspcctfui disagrccmcnts in 
such discussions this much is clcar: 

A ncw south suburban airport -- bringing hundreds of thousands of  
ncw jobs and bi!iions of‘ dollars o f  additional cconomic bcncfits to our 
rcgion - will Jo much to rcdrcss any cconomic disparity that may 
exist in our rcgiori and will SCIVC as a sccond “cconomic cnginc” to 
drivc our rcgiona? cconomy f‘omasd for thc bcncfit of all our citizcns. 
A nciri‘ south suburban rcgional airport will do much to achicvc 
rcgional economic baiancc and cconon:ic equity within our rcgion. 

Many scctions of thc south si& and south suburbs havc bccn in an 
cconornic nose-divc for dccadcs. Massivc corporatc disinvcstmcnt has 
IcR many saudh Cook County communitics with shbattcrcd factorics, 
abandoncd mails, boardcd-up homcs and concomitant dcmands on 
social scrviccs. 

Economic Ocncfits mean hundrcds of thousands ofjobs - but thcy 
also bring somcthing clsc. Thc conirncrcial dcvciopmcnt associatcd 
with a ncw aiqmn will scc a risc In propcrty valucs and a parailcl risc 
in propcrty tax rcvcnucs far arca schools on the south sidc and south 
suburbs. Whcri this happcns, thc chiidrcn of Ford Hcights, Harvey 2nd 
Dixmoor will bc abic to attcnd schools comparablc to thosc in 
Elmhurst, Park Ridge and Arliilgton Mcights. With hcttcr schools and 
rcstorcd infrastructurc. thcsc communities can bc proud partncrs with 
thcir northcm and wcstcm ncighbors in a strong and fair rcgional 
cconomy. 

Most cvcryonc. from Chicago IO Cairo. can agrcc that the bcsi way IO 
rcducc uncmploymcnt, disinvcstmcnt. and the rcsulting problcms with 
crimc, drugs. dcspair and hopclcssncss is lo put pcoplc to work a\ good 
jobs with good salarics. 

’7  
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It’s time to l i t i t  t!ic Ic\.ei of:hc airporr &bate abovc pcrty politics - 
and to focus on the high road common ground of cconomic 
dcvclopmcnt, public hcalth protcction, and regional wclfarc that a third 
airport will bring. 

Thc financial gains of thc third airport will not bc limited to onc 
scction of thc Region, or cvcn onc scction of thc State. Ail of thc 
Chicago mctropolitan aIca and many downstatc communitics stand to 
gain. With a ncw airport in partncrship with a vital O’Marc and 
Midway, Chicago would rcgain its righiful placc as thc Nation’s air  
transportation ccntcr. Thc thrcc airports (Ncw York has thrcc: 
Washington, D. C. has thrcc: and tos Angcks has livcj would provide 
thc Region with plenty of runway spacc for largc and small plancs far 
into thc ncxt ccntury, For y a r s  O’Harc has bccn squcczing out plancs 
from small markcts to makc room for larger plancs. In short. rcsidcnts 
and investors from downstate communitics Iikc Pcoria. Molinc, 
Danvillc, and Dccatur h a w  bccn increasingly locked out of the 
Chicago air transportation markct. 

Thosc who havc oppuscd thc ncw south suburban airport havc thus far 
succcssfully bicckcd thc RCW airport using thc politics of fcar and 
division -- both in setting diffcrcnf arcas ofour statc and rcgion 
against cach ether and in fdscly playing on thc fcars of scparatc 
constitiicncics in our rcgion. Thus thcsc ncw airport focs havc 
dclibcratcly played olT northwcst suburbs against south suburbs: 
Rcpublicans against Dcmocrats; downstate communitics against thc 
mctropolitan rcgion. 

Thcsc opponents ncvcr comc out in a straightforward fashion and 
admit to thc fact that undcr thcir sccnario thcy will scnd hundrcds of 
thousands ofjobs and billions in cconomic bcnclits oursidc thc rcgion. 
lnstcad thcy falscly scizc on onc argumcnt or anothcr that can crcatc a 
backlash of fcar in a giscn constitucncy. 

Thus ihcy tcll thc dowiis!atc coinmuni!.ics that the ncw airport rvill 
divcrt road funds from dou.nstare projects. Thcy tell northwcs! 
suburbs that a ncvi airpus? \vi11 G i l l  0‘Har.c and thc crononiic vitality o!‘ 
thc cmimimitics around O‘Harc. T k y  rcll Dcml;cm:s that thc ncw 
airport will ,,:can a Kcpuhiican takcowr ofO’!-hrc and i!s political 
patronage. Thcy tcli sripporicrs oi‘ Midway iliat n ncw airport \vill ki l i  
Midway. 
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Each ofthcsc arguments has but onc focus - ki l l  thc ncw rcgional 
airport and thc hundrcds of thousands ofjobs and billions in cconomic 
bcncfits i t  would othcnvisc bring. Bur cach argurncnt is tailorcd to 
play upon thc individual fcars of an isolatcd constitucncy. 

In contrast wc, as Congicssmcn rcprcscnting diffcrcnt arcas of thc 
cntirc Rcgion, arc sccking common ground to kccp thcsc jobs and 
bcncfits in our Rcgion. To thc downslaec cornmunitics wc say that thc 
Statc and the Rcgion and we - should bc willing to work with you 
to guarantcc that no downstatc road funds would bc uscd for 
infrastmcturc for thc ncw airport." To thc S M ~ ~ I X ~ C ~ S  o f  Midway - 
and includc us among rhcm - wc say tha~ wc will work with you to 
providc guarantccs for Midway's continucd vitality. 

To thc Dcmocrats and thc Rcpublicans who arc worricd about political 
control, wc say that thcrc should bc a fair systcm of rcpscscntation that 
should allow cach political constitucncy in thc rcgion to havc a fair say 
in thc opcration of thc Kcgion's airports. If ncccssary to dcvclop thc 
coalition nccdcd to build thc third airport, wc could support an 
organizational stmcturc which kccps control of O'Harc - subjcct, of 
co~irsc. to thc ilitimatc authority of thc State over all its political 
subdivisions -- in thc hands ofthc City of Chicago. 

To thc h~ incsscs  around O'Marc which havc bccn told that a ncw 
airpot-! will kili U'Harc, we say look at thc facts. Thcrc arc scvcral 
major mcKropoli!ari arcas which havc 2 rnuitipk airport systcm (c>.g., 
Ncw York, Washington, D. C . ,  Los Angclcs). In n0nc of thcsc citics 
has onc nirport (e.g.. Ncwsrk, La Guardia, or JFK) cannibalizcd thc 
cconornic vitaiity of thc othcr. 

Ncvcrdiclcss, wc arc willing to sit down with northwcst suburban 
busincss Icadcrs $0 assure tficm that a ncw airport will bc part of an 
airport systcm that includcs a vital O'Harc. To thosc wonicd that a 
ncw airport will oKcr lowcr costs (bccausc of lowcr cost ncw 
infrastructurc) wc arc ccrtain that a fair mcchanism can bc dcvclopcd 
to assist in upgrading O'Harc arc9 busincss infrastructurc to addrcss 
tbc sompctition. 



Airport opponcnts havc said that K ~ C  aiklincs will not pay for 
construction of a ncw airport. But most pcoplc do not undcrstand that 
most airport construction fiinding - including construction at O'Harc 
- is donc with fcdcral taxpaycr dollars and not with airlinc funds. 
Indccd, much ofttac facilitics at Midway and O'Warc havc bccn 
constructcd with fcueral taxpaycr dollars. Thus, thc airlincs havc long 
rcccivcd dirccl and indircc! govcrimmcnt-fundcd facilitics -- 
construction subsidics not cnjoycd by most busincsscs. 

Wc do not bciicvc that any airiinc funds from airlincs at O'Harc and 
Midway should bc tiscd to construct thc ncw rcgional airport. Wc do 
bclicvc, howcvcr. that tlic samc kind of  fcdcral subsidics that havc 
bccn mcd to build nthcr airports - including O'Harc and Midway -~ 

should bc availablc to construct thc ncw rcgional airport. 

Historically , thcrc haw bccn two sourccs for funding of airports: I ) 
fcdcral "tickct tax" moncys (callcd "AIP" or Airport Irnprovcmcnt 
Program funds) from thc fcdcral Airport Trust Fund collcctcd on cvcry 
tickct soid in thc Unltcd Stalcs. and 2) municipally issucd Gcncral 
Airport Wcvcnuc Bonds ("G,ARBs"). Quitc oftcn an airport projcct 
would bc fundcd in an 80/20 split -- 80% coming froin a fcdcral AIP 
grant and 20% from GARBs issucd by thc municipal airport 
proprictor, 

Thc airlincs for whosc opcrations thc runways and tcmiinals wcrc built 
rcccivcd two major subsidics. First was thc dircct fcdcral AIP grant of 
up to 80% of thc cost. Nonc of thc airlines scrving thc airport arc 
rcquircd to rcpay thc AIP grant. Sccond was thc municipal status of 
thc GARBs which - though paid by thc airlincs - wcrc trcatcd as tax 
dcductibk rcvcnuc bonds which rcccivcd a major intcrcst ratc discoiin~ 
duc to thcir tax-frcc municipal status. 

In thc 1980s. thc amount of AIP funds availablc for airport 
construction was rcduccd duc to fcdcral govcmrncnt attcmpts to usc 
rhcsc funds: a) to baiancc thc dcficit. and b) 10 pay for !hc opcrations 
oiahc FAA. in rcsponsc tc\ :his lowering ol'ai;aiiahle A1P l'und:~ the 
airiincs and airport opcraiors Iobbicd Congrcss For Icgislrltivc approvai 
o f a  ncw I'cdcrally aurhorizccd hcad tax -- calicd rhc fasscngcr Facility 
Chagc {PFC') .- of 53.00 per passcngcr. 
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This additional fcdcral PFC !ax was passcd in I990 ai thc dircct 
rcqucst of major airport opcrators such as thc City o f  Chicago. 
Chicago lobbicd to usc the PFC t a m  collcctcd at O'Harc to build a 
ncw rcgional airport at  Lakc Calurnct. 

In thc passags of thc I990 lcgislation a dangcrous and dcstnictivc 
loopholc was crcatcd. Whcrcas A k p ~ ~ r t  lmprovcmcnt Program (AIP) 
furlding at a local airport had to bc dircctcd and apprwcd by thc statc 
transportation agcncy, the fcdcral Passcngcr Facility Charrgc (PFC) 
funds wcnt dircctly to tRc airport proprictor - thus climinating statc 
authoriyi to dircct whcrc thc funds should bc spcnt in thc Statc. 

Howcvcr. sincc thc dcfca: of Chicago's proposal for thc Lakc Calumct 
Aivorl, Chicago has hoardcd thc rcvcnucs from thcsc fcdcrally 
authorizcd PFC' taxcs and has rcfuscd to allow thcir usc for a ncw 
rcgional airport. ironically, Chicago has uscd a portion of thc 
rcvcnucs collcctcd at @'Hart to givc moncy to Gary, Indiana's airport. 
This transfcr o f  moncy's collcctcd at O'l-larc to Gary was dcsigncd to 
block attcmpls by thc Starc of IElisiois to build thc ncw south suburban 
airport. 

Chicago's conduct in hoarding thcsc PFC funds is a major impcdimcnt 
to ncw airport construction in Illinois. Lct's bc clcar. No Chic3go 
commcrcial airport - bc it Midway, O'Harc or a new rcgional airport 
- can likciy bc built without an cxtrcmcly high !cvcl of funding 
subsidizcd by thc fcdcral govcrnmcnt. Midway and O'Uarc wcrc built 
primarily with heavy doscs o f  fcdcral tax rcvcnucs and tax frcc bond 
subsidics. Much o f  thc constniction going on at O'Harc today is 
being built with fcdcrally authorizcd PFC funds. 

What bccomcs obvious from this discussion is that somc major forms 
of dircct and indircct fcdcral financial subsidy havc bccn ncccssary for 
thc dcvclopmcnk of Midway and 0' Warc and will bc ncccssary for thc 
constmction of thc ncw rcgional airport. Whcthcr thcsc funds arc 
dcrivcd from thc fcdcrally authorizcd PFC rcvcnuc sircam or thc 
fcdcral AIP runds i s  inclcvant. Thc reality is that a major infusion of 
such hnds will bc ncccssary for construction of thc third airport. 

Chicago nnd thc airlincs have bccn cffcctivciy ablc io stop fcdcral 
finaricial assistancc to thc iicw aiqwrt. Chicago wrongly claims that 
ihc fcdcrally authorizcd PFC rcvsnuc strtam bclongs lo Chicago 
not thc fcdcral govcmmcnt. Rcspitc his promisc to Congrcss to usc 
thc PFC F'CVCYIUCS Tor a new airport. Chicago's mayor now rckstrscs to 
&arc thcsc rcvcnucs. Thc airlincs scrving O'Harc claim ihat thcsc 
fcdcraliy authorizcci PFC funds b c h g  to thcm {i.c., Unitcd and 
Amcrican). 
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In truth. thcsc funds bclong ncithcr to Chicago nor thc airlincs. Tlic 
airlincs’ only invcs!mcnt at O’Harc is thcir eornrnitmcrit to rcpay 
GARBs - which arc only uscd to financc a portion ofthc 
coiasrruction. Thc airlines ad U’Harc do not own thc fcdcrally 
authorizcd PFC rcvcnuc strcm, which arc riot GARBs and which thc 
airlincs haw no duty to rrpay. 

Nor docs Chicago own this rcvcnuc strcam. Thc fcdcral Icgisiation 
crcating thc fcdcral PFC hcad tax rcyuircs FAA approva,l for Chicago 
to both “impose” and %c*‘ thc PFC rsvcnucs. Chicago must havc 
FAA’s approval to collcct thc tax and scparatcly must havc FAA’s 
approval to “USC” ikc tax. Thus thc FAA has thc powcr to rcfusc 
Chicago’s rcqucst to in\posc or iisc PFC fiinds or altcmativcly to 
condition Chicago’s usc ofthcsc funds for thc bcncfit of tlic air 
travcling public and for I!K bcnciit of cnvironmcntally sound air 
transport facilitics in thc region. 

I t  is obvious that shc financia! logjam !xis to bc brokcn and that - -  likc 
Midway and O’Harc - sdxtantial dircct and indirect fcdcral liiiancial 
assistance has to bc providd for construction of thc ncw airport. This 
can happcn in a varicty oFways. 

. 

First, Chicago can join with thc Statc and thc rcst of thc rcgion in 
forming a Rcgional Airport Authority with supcrvisory control ovcr all 
thc mctro rcgion commcrcilai airports. This was thc mcchanissn 
proposcd by Chicago and Govcrnor Edgar in thc Lakc Calumet 
proposal in 1992 and would havc ailowcd a rcgional authority to usc 
PFC ~ C V C ~ U C S  collcctcd at CB’Hars $‘or construction of a ncw airport. 
That was Mayor Dafcy’s plan thcn and wc would cndorsc passagc ol’ 
such lcgisla,tion now. 

Second, thc fcdcral govcfnl?icnt a n  stcyi Chicago from hoarding thc 
PFC rcvcnuc sircam -- cithcr icgislativeiy or through FAA action. 
This hoarding is crcaiiq a rriassivc loss ofnccdcd capacity i n  h c  
rcgiogi and Illinois Congrcssional Lcadcrslaip wodd havc cvcn; rcason 
andjustificarioii to dcninnd that thc FAA order thc funds frccd up to 
cnablc third airport construction. Akcrnativcly, cithcr Congress or Ihc 
FAA could impost a 1~0r310ritii11 on Chicago’s usc of!lic PFC firiids 
until agrccmcnt had bccn rcadicd on usc ofa  portion of thc funds for a 
ncw airport. 
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Thc bottom linc is that thcrc arc a varicty of nicchanisms availablc - 
cithcr at rhc fcdcral or thc statc lcvcl - that can bring an cnd to thc 
financial gridlock caused by Chicago's hoarding of thc PFC funds. 
That tiicrc must bc an cnd to such gridlock is clcar and it is our duty on 
a rcsponsiblc bipartisan basis to break thc gridlock and gct thc ncw 
airport sufficicnt fcdcrai financial assi., ctance. 

In thc 19th ccntuiy, thc railroad industry providcd invaluablc public 
scrvicc to thc Narioii in moving goods and pcoplc across thc country. 
Today, thc airlinc industry pcrforms an cqually valuablc scrvicc, 
moving our pcoplc and cargocs around thc Nation and around thc 
world. 

But in the 19th ccntury !hc railroad industry bcgan to cngagc in a 
scrics ofpracticcs - which whilc pcrfcctly rational from thc intcrnal 
busincss pcrspcctivc of the railroads - wcrc highly dcstmctivc to ' 

important rcgional and national ccvnomic valucs of thc Nation. Thcsc 
dcstructivc practiccs includcd such tactics as prcdatory pricing, 
monopoly pricing of caprivc markcts, and a host of othcr pricing and 
scrvicc practiccs dcsigncd to hclp thc cconomic botioni linc of thc 
railroad industry at a scvcrc cost to thc consuming public and thc 
rcgions and citics dcpcndcnt on rail scrvicc for thc cconomic wcll 
bcing of ihcir citizens. 

Thcsc abuscs Icd to thc cntirc statutory and rcguiatory dcvclopmcnt of 
our Nation's anti-trust laws, dcsigncd to prcvcnt thc conccntration of 
monopoly gowcr. Unfortunately for Chicago and many othcr similarly 
situatcd citics in our country, thc airlinc industry has copicd to a 
farc-thcc-wcll many of thc same pricing and monopoly abuscs for 
which thc railroads wcrc infamous. 

Sincc thc Iatc 19705, ~tac aidincs haw dcvclopcd what thcy rcfcr 10 as 
"Fortrcss Hubs" in various citics around thc country. By controlling 
thc majority ~ f ' t h ~  traffic at ihcsc Fortrcss Hubs, thr sontro,iling 
airlines can chargc nionopoly Farcs to time-scnsitivc husincss trawckrs 
- S C E U ~ C  in ahc kiiowiedgc that ~Zlcrc is no sfCcctivs conipctition to 
f3rcc lowcr farcs. 
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$1,166 $1,414 

Thc monopoly pricing is not in thc tourist or cxcursioii Ijrcs. I t  is in 
thc farc structurc imposcd on thc tinx-scnsitivc busincss travclcr. thc 
busincss pcrson who must lcavc Chicago tomOKow for a dcstination 
in anothcr major busincss ccntcr and must rctuni to Chicago quickly. 

For this timc-scnsitivc busincss travclcr. Unitcd and Amcrican havc a 
lock on high-priccd busincss f a m .  Thc following is a list ofrcccnt 
ncxt-day unrcstrictcd farcs bctwccn Chicago O'Harc and many of  thc 
Nation's major busincss ccntcrs: 

I Amcrican Unitcd 

$1.018 

1 51,092 $1.292 

% I  .856 S2.016 

--+---- 
- j %1,018 -_- -_A_- 

Nor docs Midway providc truly cffcctivc compctition to thc Fortrcss 
Hub at O'Harc. First, Midway airlincs do not scrvc on a dircct 
non-stop basis many of thc busincss markcts scrvcd out of Q'Harc. 
Sccond, cvcn in thosc markcts thcy do scrvc, thc volumc of scats O U I  
of Midway docs not match thc numbcr of scats out o f  O'Harc. 
Whatcvcr slight adjustmcnts arc madc to addrcss any compctitivc 
volumc at Midway arc not significant whcn vicwcd in tcnns of  total 
scat volumc scrving thc markct out of Q'Harc. 

in short, for thc timc-scnsitivc biisincss travclcr from Chicago to many 
of our Nation's major busincss markcis, Unitcd and Amcrican at thcir 
"Fortrcss Q'Harc" arc ablc to extract monopoly farc prcrniums out o f  
Chicago busincss t ra \dxs.  Thc cost to Chicago arca busincsscs fbr 
this monopoly prcmium by Unitcd and hmcrican at Fortrcss O'Harr i s  
hugc. Thc Statc af  C!linois c s h a t c s  that Chicago business tmrclcrs 
pay a monopoly prcmium of bcwccn 200-300 miiiion dr.)llars annually 
duc to lack of coinpctition. 

Hcrc thcn is  cthc rcal rcason why Unitctl and Arncrisavi hiirc wagcd 
such a vitrioiic and agg,rcssivc campaign against construction oi'a ncw 
airport A r!cw sirport rncans that significant [ong-haul cornpctirion - 

not just thc stop-to-stop short-hop discount airlincs out of Midway .. . 

can coinc into thc mctropolitan Chicago markct. A ncw airport mcms 
an cnd to thc monopoly busincss f k c  gravy train that Fortrcss O'Hurc 



has providcd Unitcd and Amcrican. A ncw airport nicans significantly 
rcduccd farm for thc timc-scnsitivc Chicago busincss travclcr and 
significantly lcss monopoly profits for Amcrican and Unitcd. 

Whilc wc cngagc in ii rhctaicai dcbatc about a ncw airport YS. O'Harc 
cxpansion, Chicago is actualiy moving forward with its sccrct maslcr 
plan for expansion at O'Harc. 

Chicago has dcspcratcly tricd to kccp its plans sccrc~ from thc public 
and othcr govcmmcntal officials. But &tails of thc plan - crcatcd by 
Chicago and officials from United and Arncrican - arc starting lo 
lcak out. Wc now know this about thc clcmcnts of Chicago's ncw and 
still hiddcn "Mastcr Plan" for thc dcvcloprncnt of O'Harc:"' 

0 Chicago's Mastcr Plan calls for O'Harc growing from a currcnt 
lcvcl of 32-33 million cnplancmcnts and 900,000 opcrations in 1996 
to 50 million cnplancrncnts and up to 1,400,000 opcrations by thc 
ycar 20 IO. 

To acconnrnodatc thc massivc growth in opcrabions and pcoplc at thc 
Airpori, Chicago's ncw Mastcr Plan program contains Khc followhg 
clcmcnts: 

I. Two ncw runways 

2. Exfcnsisns on scvcral of thc cxis!ing runways 

4. A nciv Ring Raad around O'!iarc with Wcsncm Acccs and a 
rcdcvciupcd ani: cxrjatidcd castcm acccss at I-90 and Bcssic 
Cofrnari Drivc. 

I O  The elenients uf Chicago's Master Plan are slowly htirzg iliecloied as a ICPU/( af  a iawsui? filed hy the S W C ' ~  
Atrurney of DuPage County and !he County o f  DuPage. :he kiwns of Eimhurst. Rensenville and Wtwd Dole. 
and hy Congressinan Hyde ond Stare Senate President Philip. In discovery in t h a ~  case. Chicago has heen held 
in contemp! of cotin for its dwision to hide over 45.0011 pages of Jtrlimcnts relating to its expan?;icm plans A I  

O'llnre. 
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0 Thcsc clcmcnis arc bcing and will bc constructcd on a picccmcal. 
basis. By building many ofthc cicrncnts of this Mastcr Plan now on 
a picccmcal basis, Chicago hopcs to makc its vision of Chicago's 
airport l'uuturc a.,bbir accorrypli. 

Bccausc thc cxpansion can only handle an additional 17 million 
cnplancrncnts, Chicago will haw to scnd 23 million (i.e., 40-1 7=23) 
cnplancmcnis to 0 t h  rcgions such as Dallas-Ft. Worth and Dcnvcr. 

With this cxpansion Chicago and thc airlincs will arguc that thcrc is no 
nccd to discuss a third airport for many morc years since thc Q'Harc 
cxpansion - with i ts scvcral hundrcd thousand ncw flights -- allows 
us to dclay ;t dccision on thc third aixport. Apart from thc 
unacccptablc cnvironnicntal impacts on Q'Harc cornmunitics, this 
picccrncal cxpansion of O'Harc incvicably will kill thc ncw airport. 
By thc tirnc wc gct around to deciding on a ncw airport sitc I5 or 20 
ycars from now, thcrc won't bc any sires availablc and thc jobs and 
cconomic dcvc\oprncnt that would h a w  come with that RCW airport 
will DC littic rnorc than a pipc drcarn. 

In tho public rclations garnc that surrounds much of thc dcbarc about 
thc ncw airport and O'tlarc oxpansion, no topic has bccn thc subjcct of 
morc disinformation than that of ncw sunways and thc issuc of "dciay" 
at O'Harc." But fcw if any havc boghcrcd to look at the underlying 
data and Facts. Whcn onc undcrtakcs such an cxamination, onc 
discovcrs that much ofthc talk ol'a nccd for ncw runways to rcducc 
"dclay" at Q'Harc is purc public rclations hypc - dcsigncd to mask 
Chicago's and thc airlincs campaign to cxpand capacity and push rnorc 
flights through O'Hzlrc. 

1 1 Nrwhere wak rhis disinComi;!rion greater than in the prrrs p h y  (.'hicago mrf ihe airlines gave IO !he so-cnl!i.d 
"Delay Task Force Report" prepared by Chicage'r consultani iinder FAA sponsorship. Though puhiicly 
routed as a repon ;iddressing delays (which turned O U I  :o he computer simulated "delays" that did no! exis: in  
the real world) the iiiternni F A A  and Chicago documentation shows [bit the whole exercise was to develop ;I 

program for expiinding c;ip;~;ity a: O'Hare. Inrenial!y the Delay Task Force Report was called the "C'apiicity 
Enhancement Repon" and the so-called "Delay Task Force" was interndly known a s  a "Capaciiy Design 
Te;rni." 
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Chicago and thc airlincs arguc --. and thc Slaac of (Ilinois has acccptcd 
thcir arguincnt - ~ -  that a iicw runway is nccdcd ab O'Harc to rcducc 
dclays ab O'Harc. Thcy 1ias.c argucd that dclays arc rising at Q'Harc. 

Thcic is only onc problcm with this argument. Whcn askcd to producc 
hard fac:s dcmonstrating an incrcasc in dclays, Chicago, thc FAA. and 
thc airlincs arc forccd to admit that no such data cxists. 

On thc contrary, thc availablc datai2 shows that dclays at O'Harc haw 
stcadily and dramatically dccrcascd ovcr thc ycars. 

Thc official data rccord is  thc FAA's own ATOMS systcm. And thc 
data from ATOMS shows that dclays at O'Harc have dccrcascd by 
70% sincc ! 989 and arc lowcr in I995 than thcy wcrc in 1985. Indccd. 
dciays pcr opcration at O 'hX!  in 1995 wcrc lowcr than at Midway in 
r995.I7 

I ?  There are two soiic:es ofdara used by tire F A A  t o  quantify the anwtn t  of delay exp i i en red  a1 ihe Natioii't 
Airpun?: 
. -Tk  first data source i s  FAA's cifiicia! Air  Tr;ilfic Operalions Maniigement Systeni {ATOhlS). Thri I\ !lie ,f- , : i d  :. tlata collected hy FA,A persumel 211 O'tlure asid ilie N&ni's !ither miijor airporh 
-The secund deisy dnra wurce  is unofficial infitrmation prep:iIerf by individual can'ien 2nd reponed 1 i 3  the 
FA.4. There is no independent auditing o f t h e  aucurxy oirhis second data sotirce. ilisttiricall) i h i \  diitii 
swrce was called the Stiriidardized Delay Rcpor:;ng Syslern or "SDRS." (See FAA I YXX .Anptwt ~ ; I / I ' I ~  i t r  

Errhuric.cwrc-~nr Pion at 1-7j. In  recent years I I W  name has apparently changed t o  the Airline Senice Ouii lny 
Performaace (ASQP) d:Jrab;lse, (See  FAA 1 UOh .4iipor/ (iqwc.if1. Eihunwmtnr Pion ai  10). 

Source FAA 1Y9h  . 4 ; y w i  L ~ I / ~ U C . ; / Y  Enhunwrrrtrir Plm7 a i d  durohnse. Nor does data sirpplied hy United :ind 
American in ihe SDRS'ASQP dardhase show any niiijcrr increase in delays a1 O'Wiire over the lasl tumry  
years. Indeed the delays reported hy the airlines at U'tiare are roughly the same as thcy reported in the late 
1970s. 
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The New ~ ~ n ~ a y s  are for Increased Capacity and A ~ ~ a ~ ~ i v e  Fright 
Increase 

lfthc data at Q'klarc fail to ctcmonstratc any incrcasc in delays. arid 
indccd actually show a dramatic drop in dclays. why thc push for n c ~  
runways? T ~ c  ncw runways will allow Chicago io gct the so-callcd 

thousa!idc ufncw flights through O'Harc. 
%igh ~ c n s i t y  RUIC" ~ c d  and riaus bc able io push huradrcds or 

O'Marc is csscntially a dual paral!ci mnway airpoi? dcsigncd in ~ h c  
50's and biii ir in thc 60's and '70's. It has thrcc SCIS o f  cfual parallcl 
runways. Chicago and the airlines havc plans to install two iirw 
runways - O ~ C  in a Nonhwcs!/Southcast direction and onc in an 

See A Study of the Sigh Density Rule (FAA 1 W 5 i  at 36. This graph shows that delays are decreasing urhile 
traffic is increasing - il phenomenon !hiit can occur by piecemeal increase in sirport capacity through either 
physical improvrmentn o r  change in air twffic control procedures. 



E d W c s t  Dircction. This wouid givc Chicago two S C ~ S  of what arc 
ca!icd "triple parallcis." 

Bccausc of O'Harc's csscntiaily dual parallcl naturc, thc FAA 
rccognizcd long ago t t O'Harc was rcaching its capacity. As a 
stopgap mcasurc in t I970s, FAA allowed thc usc of a third 
convcrging runway in good wcarhcr conditions. But bccausc this 
stopgap mcasurc whilc allowing morc flights into the airport - 
also crcatcd morc congcstion. FAA imposcd whpt is known as thc 
High Dcnsity Rulc. This ruic iimits the flights at Q'I-larc to 155 flights 
an hour in good wcathcr conditions. 

Chicago and thc airlines say that the dclay is caiiscd by bad wcathcr 
conditions, callcd "IFR." (Instrurncni Flight Rulc) conditions. But 
what Chicago and tfic airiines don't rcvcal is thc relationship bctwccn 
good wcathcr and bad wcathcr conditions in thc High Dcnsity Rulc. 
T'hc High Dcnsity Rulc is currcntly 155 operations pcr hour in VFR 
(Visual Flight Rulcs) condilions, which is a combination of balancing 
thc highcst output capability of thc airport in good visibility conditions 
with thc output capacity ofthc airport in low visibility conditions. In 
cffcct, thc low-visibility limits control not only what may bc put 
through thc airpori in bad wcathcr, but also control what may bc put 
through thc airpoi? in good wcafher as wcll, sincc thc good wcathcr 
limit is bascd on this good wcathcdbad wcathcr combination of 
balanccd capacity." 

0 

By raising thc volume of traffic onc can bring in during !FR 
conditions, thc aidincs can alsc raisc thc total voiolumc oftraffic thcy 
can bring in during VFR conditions. Thus with tripic pasalkl 
runways, Chicago and thc airlincs can gct thc cciling on thc High 
Densiiy Rulc iiftcd and prish hmdrcds of thousands of additional 
flights into Q'Marc. 

And 8s notcd abovc, any doubt about Chicago's rcai plans for tkc ncw 
runways at O'Hsrc arc slowly ?caking out. Chicago is cumntly 
building picccs of its '"mini-rmstcr plan" to grow O'Narc from its 
current lcvcl of 33 million cnplancmcnts ta an cxpandcd lcvcl of 50 
million cnplancments. 'Thc ncw runways and associarcd clcmcnts of 
thc mastcr plan call for an incrcasc in flight operations by 300,000 10 

500,000 ncw flights at O'Harc. 

15 For a discussion of FAA's concept of Balanced Airfield C";ipacity and the relationship between IFR and VFR 
conditions in setting the houriy limit. see FAA. .J Srrali. u / /h i ,  Nigh Umvit,c, RNIC T~,~hnir.cr/Strl,l,/i,//ti,nr avo. 3 
at B-2. VI VCY. 



It’s More Than Just Kerosene 

Rcccntly, a trustcc in Elk Grovc Villagc, a fomcr Unitcd cmploycc, 
spokc of Rclping his nciglibor powcr wash tRc outsidc of  his housc. In 
his words, thcrc was cnough kcroscnc in thc watcr coming off the 
housc to fucl a 727. 

But his and our conccms arc not lirnitcd to thc problcrns of 
kcroscnc-coatcd houscs and cars. O’Harc’s dirty (but not so litilc) 
sccrct is thc issuc of air toxics. Air pollution from O‘Harc consists of 
burncd and unbwmcd jct fucl acrosols containing dozcns of  
carcinogcnic organic compounds -including Bcnzcnc and 
Fomaldchydc.’h Whcn onc conccntratcs 900,000 flight opcrations in 
thc closcly confincd spacc of O’Harc and its imrncdiatc surrounding 
cornrnunibics, the incvitablc rcsult is a high conccntration o f a  host o f  
toxic pollutants in a pollution cloud ovcr and around O’Harc. And 
unlikc thc ncw rcgional airport - which will by dcsign haw a 
significant land buffcr LO assist in thc dispcrsal of thcsc toxic pollutants 
to kccp thcrn away from rcsidcntial arms - thcrc is no such buffcr at 
O’Harc. 

IEPA acknowlcdgcs that O‘Harc with its 900,000 aircraft opcrations 
ranks in thc top 3-5 sourccs of toxic pollutant cmissions in thc sktc - - 
COn.lpai&k io fnqor cokc plants arid rCfinCriCS. YCt ncithcr Chicagn 
nor lEPA rricasurc~ the quantity or chemistry of toxic pollulants 
coining from O’Harc and bcifig dcpnsircd in OUT commijnitics. 

Read The Fine Print 

Chicago and thc lEPA say that O’Hasc: crnissions appcarcd to be in 
conipriancc with NAAQS (Naiiona! Ambicnt Air Quality Standsrds). 
Howcvcr, as fEPA has admitted, thcsc NAAQS standards do not 
address thc spccific hca’lth risks prcscntcd by the toxic and hazardous 
air poilutants emittcd at O’Harc. For cxamplc. tiic NAAQS for Ozonc 
and Carbon Monoxidc arc bascd on hcalth studics spccific to h x c  
poilotants and do not addrcss lhc hcalth hazards prcscntcd by toxic 
pollutants such as Bcnzcnc and Forinaldchydc - which arc pollutants 
associatcd with O’Harc cmissions. Ncithcr IEPA nor Chicago samplcs 
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for toxic or hazardous pollutants such as Bcnzcnc or Fonnaldchydc 
around Q'Harc. 

Nor docs thc fact that much of thc IEPA's and thc fcdcral EPA's 
pcmitting programs focus on "stationary" sourccs allow thc agcncy to 
ignorc thc massive scopc of Ihc O'Marc toxic cmissions problcm. Our 
ehildrcn do not know whcthcr dl~c toxic pollutants thcy brcathc from 
O'Harc opcrations comc from cithcr stationary or mobilc cmission 
s o ~ m c s  associatcd with thc airpor?. Furthcr, cxisting fcdcral and statc 
iaws clcarly givc fcdcral and statc officials powcr to control thc air 
pollution aspccts of O'Harc. 

Nor docs thc fact that individual aircraft mcct thc "cnd-of-thc-pipc" 
cmission standards for jct cngincs rcsolvc thc problcm. A singic 
auiomobilc on thc strccl may not posc a hcalth risk, but an autornobilc 
cmitting pollutants in compliancc with "cnd-of,thc-pipc" standards can 
bc dcadly in a constrictcd cnvirorinicnt whcn thousands of autos arc 
conccntratcd in onc location. Similarly, whatcvcr thc statc of 
compliancc with individual jct cnginc cmission limitations, thc 
conccntration of thousands upon thousands of thcsc aircraft in a 
confincd atmosphcric localc crcatcs major unacccptablc hcalth hazards 
for our communitics. 

Our conccrns OVCF thc toxic and hazardous pollution from O'Hasc 
optrations has impacts on both cumcnt and prqjcctsd opcrations at 
O'Harc. Tbc availablc cvidcncc 
individual citizcn cxpcricncc 
opcrations at O'Harc crcatc toxic arnbicnt air concentrations in our 
camrnunitics abovc acccptablc Icvcis. Furthcr, propooscd cxpansion of 
0'Harc opcrations will only makc era alrcady intolerablc toxic ainbicnt 
air situation cvcn worse. 

both in data arid through 
indicatcs that cummi Icvc'ls of 

The Scandalous Failure To Protect Our Public Health Fram O'Hare 
Emissions 

Thus far. O'Harc has Icd a chamcd lifc with rcgard to toxic cmissions. 
Dcspitc rcpcatcd complaints by rcsidcnts and local officials. thcrc is no 
tcsting program in placc to mcasurc thc conccntrations of thcsc toxic 
pollutants - cithcr as thcy arc cmittcd at O'Harc or in thc 
conccntrations of thcsc toxic poliutan(s in thc comniunitics around 
O'Harc. Nor is thcrc a conlrol program to rcducc thcsc crnissions to 
hcalth prutcctiw Icvcls. if  Gcncral Motors or U. S. Stccl or Amoco 
tricd bo run a major industrial piant with thc volumc ofO'Harc's toxic 
cmissions without ecsting and without pollution controls, thcy would 
be shut down and fincd. Yci O'Marc is spcwing out thousands of ions 
ofthcsc toxic rnatcrials cach ycar with impunity. 



Worse Than A Tosic Superfund Dump 
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How bad i s  thc toxic air pollution cmittcd rrom O'Harc opcrations into 
neighboring cornrnunitics? Wc can't dsfinitivciy say, givcn tlic failurc 
to tcst for thcsc pollutants. Howcvcr, bascd on anccdotal t a t  data 
from Midway - which cmits far srnallcr amounts of toxic pollutants 
- Midway emissions arc scvcral hundrcd tirncs highcr than would bc 
allowcd from a fcdcral Supcrfund toxic dump sitc. This mcans. bascd 
on all  availablc cvidcncc. that O'Har:: opcrations cmit carcinogcnic 
toxic compound into rcsidcntial cornmunitics around O'Harc at scvcral 
hundrcd timcs that which would bc allowcd from a fcdcral Supcrfund 
toxic dump sitc. 

Evcr sincc thc 1990 clcction. wc havc bccn playing a gamc ovcr an 
adrninistrativc runway ban on ncw runways at O'Warc. Thc Govcmor 
has said that hc will prohibit ncw runways at O'Harc unlcss thcrc is a 
"conscnsus" among impactcd suburbs around O'Hasc to acccpt ncw 
runways. In turn, hlayor Dalcy has tricd to crcatc such a "conscnsus" 
by patching togcthcr a collection of suburbs with cithcr no significant 
impact or which arc undcr thc political influcncc of pro-runway forccs 
likc Roscmont. 

Vct ihc majority ofthc soinmunitics tnily affcctcd by thc noisc aiid 
toxic air pollution at O'Htmrc arc rcprcscntcd by thc Suburban O'Harc 
Commission (SOC) .  Ovcr 75'16 of tRc votcrs in thc SOC communiiics 
-. rcprcscniing huncircds of thousands of pcopic living in closc 
proximity to G'Marc - have rcpcatcdly votcd against new runways En 
nunmous rcfcrcnda pulthg thc issuc dircctiy to thcni. It's tinit that 
wc stop playing the shifiing word gamc callcd "conscnsus" and givc 
thcsc communitics thc psotcction they nccd and dcscrvc 
pcmr?axicnt Icgislativc ban on I?CW mnways at O'Harc. 

a 

Without a ban on new O'Harc runways: 

0 Chicago will force scvcral hundrcd thousand ncw Ilights into 
O'Harc - with all thc Lissociatcd noisc and addcd toxic air poilulion 
thosc flights rcprcscnt. 

0 Thr U'Harc cxpansion will cffccctivcly bc uscd by opponcilts ofthc 
i icw rcgional airport 10 "dccp six" any rcalistic chanccs for 
constniction and opcratian of tho! airport. Why build a ncn airport 
now whcn wc can stuff licvcmi hundrcd thousand morc flights into 
0 ' H arc? 



B Thc rcgion wili losc scvcral hundrcd thousand jobs and billions o f  
dollars in ncw economic bcncritts whcni thc expanded Q’Harc is 
unablc BO mcct projcctcd dcmand and thc ncw growth is channclcd 
- as dcsircd by Chicago and thc aielincs - to othcr states and othcr 
rcgions. 

What Congrcssinan Hydc said cight ycars ago is cqually applicable 
todayy. 



In cvcry battle ovcr pubiic policy thcrc is a timc to stand and fighi f w  
what's right for our pcople and our communitics. Thc timc to stand 
and fight - and win - thc batik for a iicw rcgional airport and for 
pcrmancnt protcction against ncw O'Harc runways is now. 

Wc ask for thc hclp of cvcryonc -- Rcpublican, Dcmocrat, 
Indcpcndcnt, Busincss. Labor, Environrncntalists, County Boards. 
Statc Lcgislativc lcadcrs and mcmbcrs, our fclloiv mcmbcrs of thc 
Illinois Congrcssionai dclcgation. Finally, wc ask for thc hclp and 
Icadcrship of ihc candidatcs for statc and fcdcral officc i n  [9%. This 
issuc - and thc hundrcds o f  thousands ofjobs, billions of dollars in 
cconomic bcncfits, and thc hcalth and quality of lifc of O'Harc 
communities - is thc numbcr onc issuc of thc 1998 campaign. It's 
timc to stand and dclivcr. 

, , 
.. . ._ . .  , L- 

, -  - .  . .  . . .- . . .  



, .- 

JOBS Q U & W  
OF LICE 

ze 



-. .... . 
.. . 

... .-. ... ._ 



ri it 

NY La Guaidia $806 
Washington, D.C. $870 
Los Angeles $1,392 
Atlanta $1,046 
Delver $942 
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$87 7 $669/Northwest 
$865 ~$204/5altimore/Southwest 

$1,403 $64O/So~thw@s~ 
$924 Not Available 
$924 Not Available 

American and United Airlines have joined forces with Chicago to push for a massive expan- 
sion of O'Hare -- new runways, bigger planes and hundreds of thousands of new flights into 
a0 already stressed O'Hare. 

The Problem: -- Where to pui hund-eds of tnoumds of new flights? O'Hare and LMidway are 
already stretched to the ik i t .  Based on FAA pmjectiom, northern Illinois faces an air traffic 
capacity shortfall of 800,OrJO flights every year. 

8 
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E at Q'Ham, want mom * %  * .8" 
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every year. TK4EIH. SBII.UTION: VAST EXPANSION 
HARE WH'BE N i W  WAYS AND SEND 

~~~~ TO OTHER 
uaci 

STATES -_ costing Illinois tmpreyers 236.000 jobs and 
biilalons inn an~ual economic benefit& atad tax F~VFRPLCS. 

United and American have joined with the City of Chicago to derail construction of a third 
major metropolitan airport in the south suburbs for one reason -- PROFIT. 

Don't let a few airlines wing to erzhance their own profit margins dictate Illinois' future as a 
national air ampclrtatiopn hub. 

Call the Governor and Legkissatke Leaders and ask them to start building a third 
drprt MOW! 

Governor Edgar (217) 782-6830 
Speaker Daniels (708) 530-2700 

(708) 94 1-0094 Senate President Philip 



WOULBYQU BUY A USE GE FROM THESE 

.. .. . 
. ~. 
. .  

~ . .  . .  .. 
.. . - 

Everybody knows the story of the con man who keeps selling gullible visitors the Brooklyn Bridge. 
But Big Business, American and United Airlines m d  Chicago Mayor Daley are trying to sell you 
equally preposterous nonsense in their campaign 1) to vastly expand OHare with new runways and 
hundreds of thousands of new flights, and 2) to keep “Foruess O’Hare” monopoly prices on 
business fares -- while maintaining Chicago’s pauonage army and pork barrel politics at O’Hare. 
Check the record: 

d ‘Trust m. New runways nf O’HOre will ab@ rrred lo expand trajj% a2 B’Hwe.” 
Really?! According to rhe FAA new runwavs are *the most direct and significant actions 
thaf can be taken to improve capacity [adu iil\)[e fli:’-ts] at existing airpcpris. Large 
capxi@ increases ... come from the addition of new runways.” FAA 1994dvinr!’on 
Gpacir). Emkcemm Plan. The FAA ackw4edges rhar the new runways proposed for 
B’Flare are designed to *increase capaciry-” and accommodate rnffic increases of wvera1 
hunr“sed thousand more flights each year out of B’Hm over your homes. 

“Tms !as- We now wt? quia Stage 3 pianas w.&h &m‘t cause u noire problem.’* 
Really?! A fiiliy loaded 747 is a so-called “%rage 3” aircrafi and the noise and vibration 
fiam i t  will knock your sacks 0%. Add severai buridred &%said additioaid Stage 3 
aircraft aver your homes and wxch what hzgpgns IO your quality of life and properry 
value’;! 

“Trust us. Noisy aircraft do no$ &press P e ~ R ~ p ~ p e ~  val~res .~ 
Really?! The FAA acknowledges that aircraft noise causes substantial loss in residential 
housing values. This means that rhousands of homes in the O’Hare area -- including 
yours -- have lost thousands of dollars off the value of each home. Adding runways and 
several hundred thousand new flights will depress the value of your housing investmcnt 
even more! 

d “Trust us. Breatlring burned and unburned jet fuel won’t Aurt you.” 
Really?! Anyone who lives near O’Hare knows the smell of partially burned jet fuel 
seeping into homes, c m ,  yards, and clothing. This is not healthy now -- and it certainly 
will get worse if runways and hundreds of thousands of additional flights are added. 

“Trust us. Jamming Ausukedr of tlrousunds Q ~ u ~ ~ ~ a l ~ g ~ s  into B’Hare won’t 
reduce the margin ~f~pdEPv nt O’Hare!” 
Really?! Cliicago and the airlines are jainrning every last possible flight into O’Hare by 
such gimmicks as squeezing aircraft closer together (reducing the separation distance 
between aircraft) -- Adding hundreds of thousands of new flights into O’Hare’s already 
jammed airspace reduces O’I-Iare”s margin of safety --both for the traveling public and 
the homeowners who live under O’Hare’s Bight paths. 

3 

d 

d 

If you care about your health, quality of life, the value of your investment in your home, and the 
lung term safety of your community, call the Governor and Legislative Leaders and tell them that 
O’Hare is big enough and that you want your local leaders to have the power to protect you by 
controlling further expansion at 0”Hare. 

Governor Edgar (217) 782-6830 
Speaker Daniels (708) 530-2706) 
Senate President Philip (708) 941-0094 

For more information, please call lhe Suburban O’Hare Commission at (708) 860-7 LO I .  
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Such a deaSI Chicago says they’ll give you SI6 ~~~~~~* irwax!lb9we?5rt7rc 

In return they want new ~~n~~~~ at O’Hare, ~ u ~ ~ s  of thlrwt 
additbna6 fiights which will resuit in more noise and air 

s of 
a. 

The City of Chicago, the airlines, and Governor Edpr  hzve w_eges~gd thu bye noise bmcred O’Hare 
suburbs should get $16 million dollars for ten years for s o u ~ f i n g  schools and ham. U b t  they 
don’t :ell you is the price you will pay for phis “ w o n d d  deal“. Nor do they tell yorr the “fine pint” 
in the offer which (when you read it) makes the 516 million Look like *funny money”. Look at the 
facts: 

d You get $16 million that cm’P be spent in your commu&y. The $16 million are 
Federal funds not from Chicago or the airtines - and under Federal rules they can only 
be spent in areas where bad noise levels exist for 24 hours a day! Homes that are battered 
by aircraft noise for 8, 10, and 12 hours a day don’t qualify. Finher, the funds can only 
be spent in communities which Chicago identifies in a bogus computer map as suffering 
significani noise injury. Here is a sample of the number of homes Chicago says should be 
soundsroofed in sevectd suburban commiinities that 3re impacted by noise from U’Hare. 

1 0  Homes 
Arlingtcln ileighis 
Des Plaines 
Elk Grove 

1 Elmhurst 

Bottom line. The $16 million in the Chicago proposal is “funny money” being used to 
buy off suburban demands for real protection against O’Hare expansion. 

d The trade is new runways, hundreds of thousands of new flights, more noise and air 
pollution. We all know what‘s af stake. Mayor Daley and the airlines think they can buy 
us off from demanding real legislative protection against hirther O’Hare expansion. 
Waiting in the wings are more runways, relocated existing runways, and hundreds of 
thousands of new flights over your homes. The result: more noise, more air pollurion, 
and even more adverse impact on your quality of life and property values. 

WHAT’S THE ANSWER? Soundproofing fiinds -- withour the red tape and hidden “gotcha” 
redctions - are cleariy needed, But they are only pan of the answer! The people actually impacted 
by noise need a decisionmaking role on O’Hare expansion! .4Fter all, it is our communities which 
will su&r the pain of such expansion. 

Our hgislative leaders have heard yaw message. Both Speaker Daniek and Senate President Philip 
have promised elected leaders of  noise impacred suburbs a decisionmaking role -- shared with 
Chicago and the State --over further expansion at O’Ware. But comprehensive airport reform 
legislation which would include such protection is languishing in both houses because Governor Edgar 
is not convinced that you m . . f  07 need such protection. 

Call Governor Ed~dgc~r and ask him to support Spaker Daniels and Senate President Philip’s 
19gislntiorn @v& n a b  bastomd 5ubwbs P ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ a ~ ~ ~  role over further expansion at 
O’Bare. 

Governor’s Office 
(?If) 782-6830 
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h a n  istorie vote on March 19&, over 82% of the votclss in nine Subw ,an 
OHare Commission communities - including Benseeaville, Ehhurst, Itasca, and 
Wood Dale - told their legislative leaders in loud and clear tern5 "NU MORE 
IXUWwfi-YS" at #'Hare. Moreover, even more voters (who Eve in Irr;incorporated 
por5cms of DuPage Cuunby) were cngy and upset that they &r2rit have a chance to 
vote NO against new i-mways. 

So here's what we need ko bo. From now until the Legislature passes a m ~ a y  
ban, we all need to constantly remind ow legislative leaders d our 82% vote against 
- new mwavs. Rhetoric against mnways i s  NO longer enough. W e  need action. 

117 East Green Stmet. Bensenvilk?, Illinois 60106 
708-860-7101 

It  you os YOIT eomtmmity organizatiion ULP bolp in the fight 
against new w w a p  or want more infonuation - call us. W e  need 
all the help we cao gat. 
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THE FlCZIT OVER INCREASED FLIGHTS AT O'HARE 
A CALL FOR ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ E ~ ~ A ~  EEADE 

SUBURBAN O'HARE COMhllSSION 
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RECEIVCO 
FEOERdL ELEClllOH 

COW4ISSIQK 
OFFICE OF CEHERAL 

"="!!I. y i  

#rr 3 3 35 P 

L A W  OF?lCES OF 

BRENT M. CHRISTENSEM 
TWO MID AMERICA PLAZR 

SUITE 800 
OAKBROOK TERRACE. ILLlWOIS 601 81 

TELEPHONE (6301 26 1-07 16 
FAX (630) 26 1-9026 

April 26, 1999 

Office of General Counsel 
Federai Election Commission 
999 E Street, W 
Washington, DC 20463 

Re: Express Advocacy 

To whom it may concern: 

I enclose a copy ofa iiili-pzge d v a f i e n t  that appeared in three Chicago-area newspapers 
on or about April 23, 1999. It would q p a r  that the ad was sponsored by something called the 
Suburban B'Hare Cornmission. What I find problematic, however, is that she ad seems to contain 
express advocacy for the re-election of Henry Hyde without any required disclaimer. 

Aithough the Issue af magic words is debatable2 if the ieamnable pewon tar  is applied, it 
would appear h e  this ad lidvacates the re-election of Mr. Hyde. Momover, a resoanable person 
might constnie the ad to canaain advocacy against Senator John McCain with respect to his 
Presidential. bid 

EXHXBIT 7 
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Joseph Laraganis 

~~~~: Karaganis Cr White Ltd. _I - 
414 North Orleans Street Suite 810 ADDRESS: I 

TELEPHONE: 

_.. 



, .  Karaqanis & b lh i te  i t d .  

414 N .  Orleans S t r e e t ,  S u i t e  810 

Chicago, i L  60610 

i 



Joseph V .  Karaqanis 8EL 

II_ - Karaganis & White Ltd .  

414 N. Orleans Street, Suite 810 

Chicago, i L  60610 
ADDRESS: - 

- 

836-1177 XI40 

836-9083 
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Joseph W .  Kav,aganis 
I 

Kareqanis & l j i i te L t d .  - 
s8: 414 N. Orleans Street ,  Su i te  810 

Chicago, I b  60610 

E w  836-1177 TEL 

TOTGL P.O1 
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Karaganis R Uhite Ltd. 

414 N .  Orleans Street, Suite 810 ~ 5 ~ ~ ~ ~ $ ~  

Chicago, iL 60610 

ADDRESS: 





May 20,1999 

Enclosure 
Peocedures 

Sincerely, 

F: andrew a d e y  
Supemisorgr Attorney 
Central Enforcement Docket 



May 20,1999 

The Honorable Larry Wartwig 
v i h g e  of Addison 
13 1 W. Lake Street 
Addison, fL 60'101-2785 

Dear Mayor H d g :  

Toe Federal Eleectien Commission received a complaint which indicates that the Village of 
Addison irsd you may have violated &e Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as mended ("the 
A&)" P. copy of ?he complaint is ernclosed. We have nmbered this matter MWR 4890. PIeme refer 
to *&is number in all &e. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ ~ .  

Under &e you have the ~pp%mitJp EO demofistrlk in wzitbg that no action should hc 
taken against the Village of Addison and you in this matter. Please submit any fmtd or legal 
materials which you believe are relevant to the Commission's an&ysis of this matter. Where 
appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath. Your response, which should be addressed 
to the General Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no 
response is received within 15 days, the Commission may take further action based on the available 
information. 



If you have my questions, piease contact d v a  E. Smith at (202) 694-1656). For your 
informaticn, we have enclosed a b ~ e ~ ~ ~ s c ~ ~ p ~ o n  ofthe Co~y~ssion'~ procedures for handling 
complaints. 



Under the YOU have the opportunity io demonstrate in writing that no action should be 
taken against the Dulpage County Board md you in this matter. Please submit my factual or legal 
materids which you believe are relevant to the C o ~ s s i o n 6 s  d y s i s  ofthis matter. Where 
appropriaie, statements should be submitbed lander oath. Yo'oara response, which should be addressed 
to &e Gene& Counsel's Office, g nu st be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no 
response is  received within 15 days, the Cammission may take diVseker action based on the available 
infomation. 





May 20,1939 

Under the Act, you hiwe h e  opportunity to demonsbat: Pn writing that no action should be 
taken against the City of Pa& Edge and you in this mattatter. Please submit my factual or legal 
materials which you believe are d e v m t  to the Cormissiim 
appropriate, statements diolrld be submitted under with. You 
to the General Comer  
response is received wi 
~ ~ ~ ~ a t i O n .  

s of this matter. "bere 
me, which should be addressed 

5, must be sGbmiaed within 15 days of receipt ofthis ie6ter. if no 
days, the Comission may take fmher action based on the available 



I f  yau W e  any questions, please CORVAC~ hlva E. Snlith at (202) 694-1650. For your 
idomtion, we have enclosed ip brief description of &e Commission’s p~ocedlms for hading 
camp!aints. 

Sincerely, 



May 20,1999 

The Bonomble Gigi Gru'oer 
Village Imca 
100 N. Walnut. Street 
Itnsca, IL 60147-1795 



Sincerely, 

& ' e n d  Enforcement Docket 



May 20,1999 

The Honorable Gayk Smoiinski 
ViIlage of Rosdlc 
31 S. Pmspect 
RoseEZe, XL 60 172 

This  matter will remain coflideniiai in accordance with. 2 U.S.C. 3 4 3 7 ~ ~ a ~ ~ 4 ~ ~ ~ ~  arnd 
6 437g(a)(l'E)(Pc) unless you noti& the Conunisslon in writing that you wish the matter to be made 
public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the Commission by 
completing the enclosed form stating the name, address arnd telephone number of splch counsel, and 
authorking such coumal t~ receiw my notifications and other communications from the 
Cornmission. 



If you have: m y  questions, please contact Alva E. Smith at (202) 694-1650. For your 
informaaim, we have enclosed a brief descriptio?? ofthe CQ&isSiOdS procedures for handling 
ccmplainfs. 

Sincerely, 



May 20, I999 

The Honorable Craig Johnson 
Village of Elk Grove 
901 Wellington Avenue 
Elk Grove, IL 60007 

E: MUR4896 

Dear President Johnson: 

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which indicates that the Village of 
' 

l% Grove md you may have viohted the Federd Election Campi@ Act of 1971, IPS mended (,,the 
Act"). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have ~ ~ ~ ~ e r ~ ~  this matter MUR 4895. Please refer 
to this nimber in all .fuhin: correspondence. 

Under the Act, you have the opprtunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be 
&&en against the Village of Elk Croxte and you in this matter. Plwe submit any factual or legal 
materiais which you believe are relevant KO the Gomission's mdysis of this matter. Where 
appropsiate, statements should be submitted under oath. Yow response, which shodd be addressed 
to the? Gene& Coumel's Offce, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. IC no 
response i s  received within 15 days, the Conmission may take further action based on the available 
kfQmlatiOn. 



F , h & e w  Twky 
Sugervisary Atto 
Central Enforcement Docket 



The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which indicates liitnat the City o f  
Wood Dde and you may have violated the Federal Election ~~~~~ Act of 1971, as mended 
(“the Act‘’)). A copy ofthe complaint is enclosed. We have n m M  +&s matter 
B l e w  refer to this number in all htwe correspondence. 

4896. 



Sincerely, 



FEDERAL ELECTION C8M 
Washington, DC 20463 

May 20, '1939 

RE: MUR4896 

D m  Mayor Mmcucci: 

The Federal Election Conmission received a complaint which indicates that the City of 
Elnahurst mid you m y  have violated the Federal Election Campaijp Act of 1971, as amended ("'the 
Act"). A copy of the compidurt is enclosed. We have ~ m b e r e d  this matter MUR 4896. Please refer 
ta this inmiber in all IFutw correspondence. 

under the Act, you have the opportu&y to denionsirate in writing, that no action should be 
taken against the City of Elmhunt and you in this matter. Please submit any fachnal or legal 
mteridis whish you believe are relevair F5 the Commission's mdysis ofrhis matter. %ere 
a ~ ~ r o ~ ~ a ~ e ,  statements should be submitted unader oath. Your resgwnsc, which should be addressed 
to the Ceneml Counsel's Office, must k submined withiin 15 days of receipt sf tiidis YetZer. If no 
respnse is raeived within 15 days, the Commission may tidie W e a  action based on the available 
information. 



if you have any questions, please contact Aha E. Smith at (202) 694-1650. For your 
inriimtion, we Rave enclosed a bilefdescpipiion of the Commission's procedures for handling 
complaints. 

Sincerely, 
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B F. h c h w  Turley 
supwisoay At(om y 
Central Enforcement Docket 



May 20,1999 

The Honorable John Geils 
Village oEBensenvilie 
7000 W. Irving Park R o d  
~ e ~ ~ v ~ ~ ~ e ~  IL 681 06 

FS: MUR4896 

Dem President Geils: 

The Federal Eiection Colnmission received a complaint which indicates that the Village of 
Benseaville and you may have violated the Federal Election Caxnpaign Act of 1971, as mended 
(,,the Act"). A copy of the cornplnint is enclosed. We have n u k e d  this matter MUR 4896. 
Please refer to this number in dl future c o n e s p ~ ~ ~ d e ~ ~ ~  

Under the Act, you have the opportunity Eo demoriujtrate in writing that no action should be 
taken against the Village of Bensenvilb Bind you in this matter. Please submit any factual or legal 
materids which you believe are relevant to the C~pnwis~i~n's analysis ofthis mafteter. m e r e  
qpapriate, statements sh0db be submitted under oatall. Your response, which sh~uld be addressed 
ta &E General Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days ofreceipE ofthis letter. If no 
~ s p w  is received within 15 days, the Commission may take hrther action based on the available 
information. 

This matter will remain confadentid in accordance with 2 U.S.C. 4 437g(a)(rb)(B) and 
5 437g(a)(li2)(A) unless p u  notify the Comiission in writing that you wish the matter to be made 
pubiic. lf you intend to be represented by counsel in this rndttcr, please advise the Commission by 
completing the enclosed fom stating the name. address and te:laphane number of such counsel, and 
authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the 
Commission. 



If you h v e  my qme~ti51m, please contact A h  E. Smith at (202) 694-1650. For your 
infomatien, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling 
COmp!&tS. 

F. Andrew Turley 
Supervisory Attorney 
Central Enforcement Docket 



May 20,1999 

Dear Mayor Ghiiadi: 



lf you have any questionstls, pleas eontact &va E. Smith at (202) 694- 1650. For your 
k~ormation, we have enclosed a brief description ofthe: Comission's procedures fix handling 
complaints. 

I- 

- 



May 20,1999 

Dear Mayor S u n g  

The Federal Election C O I W S I ~ ~ ~ ~ Q ~  received a complnint which indicates that &e City of Des 
PIahes md you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign A d  of 1971, as mended ("the 
Act"). A copy ofthe complaint is enclosed. We have ~~~~r~~ this matter MUR. 4896. Please refer 
to this number in dl future correspondence. 

Under the Act, you have Ihc opporlunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be 
iaken against the City sf Des Blaines and you in this matter. P l w e  submit my factual or legal 
materials which you believe are rekvwit t~ the Commission's analysis of  this matter. Where 
appropriate, statements should be submitted rlillde oath. YOIH response, which should be addressed 
to the General Cowsel's OBce, must be submitted w i t h  I5 days o f  receipt o f  this M e r .  If no 
response in received Gain 15 days, the Ccmmission may take fwfhcr action based on the available 
idormatim 

This matter wili remain c ~ ~ ~ i i d e n i i d  in accordance with 2 U.S.C. 9 437g(a)(4)(B) and 
8 ~ ~ ~ ~ ( ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ A )  unless you notify the Commission ia writing you wish the matter to be made 

intend to be ~ e ~ ~ ~ e n ~ ~ ~  by couiinsel in this matte ease advise &e Commission by 
enclosed form stating the name, address md telephone number of such counsel. and 

a ~ t ~ o ~ ~ ~ ~  such c a w e l  to receive any notifications and other ~ o ~ ~ i ~ a t ~ o ~ s  from rhe 
Commission. 



Enclosures 



May 20,1999 

T ~ e ~ ~ ~ ~  
Suburbim Q'Hare ~ o ~ ~ i s s ~ o ~  
H 1 ? E. Green Street 
Bensenville, IL 60106 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

?%e Federal Election Comnlission received a complaint which indicates thiit the Suburban 
O'Iiae Commission and you, as weasurer, may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of ' 

1971, as mended ("the Act"). A copy ofthe complsht i o  enclosed. Y%7%'e have numbered this matter 
naiX 4896. Please refer to this number in d i  future correspcndence. 

This  matter wiil remain codidenti& in accordance with 2 1J.S.C. 5 437g(a)(4)(B) and 
4 437g(s)(12)(A) unless you raotibjr the Commission in writing that YOU wish the matter to be made 
public, If you intend ta pepresented by c o ~ d  in this matter, please advise the Commission by 
completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number ofsuch caunsel, and 
authoridng such counsel to receive my notifications and other communications from the 
Commission. 



Sincerely, 

.*- 


